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PREFACE, 


THe following Lectures on Metaphysics constitute the 
first portion of the Biennial Course which the lamented 
Author was in the habit of delivering during the period 
of his occupation of the Chair of Logic and Metaphysics 
in the University of Edinburgh. The Lectures on Logie, 
which were delivered in the alternate years, will follow 
as soon as they can be prepared for publication. 

In giving these Lectures to the world, it is due, both 
to the Author and to his readers, to acknowledge. that 
they do not appear in that state of completeness which 
might have been expected, had they been prepared for 
publication by the Author himself. As Lectures on 
Metaphysics,—whether that term be taken in its wider 
or its stricter sense,—they are confessedly imperfect. 
The Author himself, adopting the Kantian division of 
the mental faculties into those of Knowledge, Feeling, 
and Conation, considers the Philosophy of Mind as com- 
prehending, in relation to each of these, the three great 
subdivisions of Psychology, or the Science of the Pheeno- 


mena of Mind; Nomology, or the Science of its Laws; 
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and Ontology, or the Science of Results and Inferences.* 
The term Metaphysics, in its strictest sense, 15 synony- 
mous with the last of these subdivisions; while, in its 
widest sense, it may be regarded as including the first 
also,—the second being, in practice at least, if not m 
scientific accuracy, usually distributed among other de- 
partments of Philosophy. The following Lectures cannot 
be considered as embracing the whole province of Meta- 
physics in either of the above senses. Among the Phe- 
nomena of Mind, the Cognitive Faculties are discussed 
fully and satisfactorily ; those of Feeling are treated 
with less detail; those of Conation receive scarcely any 
special consideration; while the questions of Ontology, or 
Metaphysics proper, are touched upon only incidentally. 
The omission of any special! discussion of this last branch 
may perhaps be justified by its abstruse character, and 
unsuitableness for a course of elementary instruction; but 
it 1s especially to be regretted, both on account of the 
general neglect of this branch of study by the entire 
school of Scottish philosophers, and also on account of 
the eminent qualifications which the Author possessed for 
supplying this acknowledged deficiency. A treatise on 
Ontology from the pen of Sir William Hamilton, embody- 
ing the final results of the Philosophy of the Conditioned, 
would have been a boon to the philosophical world such 
as probably no writer now living is capable of conferring. 

The circumstances under which these Lectures were 


written must also be taken into account in estimating 


α See below, Lecture vii., p. 121 et seq. 
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their character, both as a specimen of the Author's 
powers, and as a contribution to philosophical literature. 

Sir William Hamilton was elected to the Chair of 
Logic and Metaphysics in July 1836. In the interval 
between his appointment and the commencement of the 
College Session (November of the same year), the Author 
was assiduously occupied in making preparation for dis- 
charging the duties of his office. The principal part of 
those duties consisted, according to the practice of the 
University, in the delivery of a Course of Lectures on 
the subjects assigned to the chair. On his appoint- 
ment to the Professorship, Sir William Hamilton ex- 
perienced considerable difficulty in deciding on the cha- 
racter of the course of Lectures on Philosophy, which, 
while doing justice to the subject, would at the same 
time meet the wants of his auditors, who were ordinarily 
composed of comparatively young students in the second 
year of their university curriculum. The Author of the 
articles on Cousin’s Philosophy,* on Perception,® and on 
Logic,” had already given ample proof of those specula- 
tive accomplishments, and that profound philosophical 
learning, which, in Britain at least, were conjoined in an 
equal degree by no other man of his time. But those 
very qualities which placed him in the front rank of 
speculative thinkers, joined to his love of precision and 
system, and his lofty ideal of philosophical composition, 
served but to make him the more keenly alive to the re- 


quirements of his subject, and to the difficulties that lay 


a Edinburgh Review, 1829. B Ibid., 1830. y Ibid., 1833. 
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in the way of combining elementary instruction in Philo- 
sophy with the adequate discussion of its topics. Hence, 
although even at this period his methodised stores of 
learning were ample and pertinent, the opening of the 
College Session found him still reading and reflecting, 
and unsatisfied with even the small portion of matter 
which he had been able to commit to writing. His first 
Course of Lectures (Metaphysical) thus fell to be writ- 
ten during the currency of the Session (1836-7). The 
Author was in the habit of delivering three Lectures 
each week ; and each Lecture was usually written on the 
day, or, more properly, on the evening and night, pre- 
ceding its delivery. ‘The Course of Metaphysics, as it is 
now given to the world, is the result of this nightly toil, 
unremittingly sustained for a period of five months. 
These Lectures were thus designed solely for a tempo- 
rary purpose,—the use of the Author’s own classes ; they 
were, moreover, always regarded by the Author himself 
as defective as a complete Course of Metaphysics ; and 
they were never revised by him with any view to 
publication, and this chiefly for the reason that he in- 
tended to make use of various portions of them which had 
not been incorporated in his other writings, in the pro- 
mised Supplementary Dissertations to Reid’s Works,— 
a design which his failing health did not permit him to 
complete. 

The Lectures on Logic were not composed until the 
following Session (1837-8). This Course was also, in 


great part, written during the currency of the Session. 
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These circumstances will account for the repetition, 
in some places, of portions of the Author’s previously 
published writings, and for the numerous and extensive 
quotations from other writers which are interspersed 
throughout the present Course. Most of these have 
been ascertained by references furnished by the Author 
himself, either in the manuscript of the present Lec- 
tures, or in his Common Place Book. These quotations, 
while they detract in some degree from the originality 
of the work, can, however, hardly be considered as 
lessening its value. Many of the authors quoted are 
but little known in this country ; and the extracts from 
their writings will, to the majority of readers, have all 
the novelty of original remarks. They also exhibit, in 
a remarkable degree, the Author’s singular power of 
appreciating and making use of every available hint 
scattered through those obscurer regions of thought 
through which his extensive reading conducted him. No 
part of Sir William Hamilton’s writings more completely 
verifies the remark of his American critic, Mr Tyler: 
“There seems to be not even a random thought of any 
value, which has been dropped along any, even obscure, 
path of mental activity, in any age or country, that his 
diligence has not recovered, his sagacity appreciated, 
and his judgment husbanded in the stores of his know- 
ledge.”“ Very frequently, indeed, the thought which 
the Author selects and makes his own, acquires its 


a Princeton Review, October 1855. say on the Progress of Philosophy in the 
This article has since been republish- Past and in the Future. Philadelphia, 
ed with the Author’s name, in his Es- 1858. 
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value and significance in the very process of selection ; 
and the contribution is more enriched than the adopter ; 
for what, in another, is but a passing reflection, seen 
in a faint light, isolated and fruitless, often rises, in the 
hands of Sir William Hamilton, to the rank of a great, per- 
manent, and luminous principle, receives its appropriate 
place in the order of truths to which it belongs, and 
proves, In many instances, a centre of radiation over a 
wide expanse of the field of human knowledge. 

The present volumes may also appear to some dis- 
advantage on account of the length of time which has 
elapsed between their composition and their publica- 
tion. Other writings, particularly the Dvussertations 
appended to Reid’s Works,* and part of the new matter 
in the Discussions, though earlier in point of publication, 
contain later and more mature phases of the Author's 
thought, on some of the questions discussed in the 
following pages. Much that would have been new to 
English readers twenty years ago, has, subsequently, in 
a great measure by the instrumentality of the Author 
himself, become well known ; and the familiar exposi- 
tions designed for the oral instruction of beginners in 
philosophy, have been eclipsed by those profounder re- 
flections which have been published for the deliberate 
study of the philosophical world at large. 

But, when all these deductions have been made, the 


work before us will still remain a noble monument of the 


a The foot-notes to Reid were for temporaneously with the present Lec- 
the most part written nearly con- tures. 
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Author’s philosophical genius and learning. In many 
respects, indeed, it is qualified to become more popular 
than any of his other publications. The very necessity 
which the Author was under, of adapting his observa- 
tions, in some degree, to the needs and attainments of 
his hearers, has also fitted them for the instruction and 
gratification of a wide circle of general readers, who 
would have less relish for the severer style in which 
some of his later thoughts are conveyed. The pre- 
sent Lectures, if in depth and exactness of thought 
they are, for the most part, not equal to the Disserta- 
tions on Reid, or to some portions of the Discussions, 
possess attractions of their own, which will probably 
recommend them to a more numerous class of admirers ; 
while they retain, in no small degree, the ample learning 
and philosophical acumen which are identified with the 
Author’s previous reputation. 

Apart, however, from considerations of their intrinsic 
value, these Lectures possess a high academical and 
historical interest. For twenty years,—from 1836 to 
1856,—the Courses of Logic and Metaphysics were the 
means through which Sir William Hamilton sought to 
discipline and imbue with his philosophical opinions, the 
numerous youth who gathered from Scotland and other 
countries to his class-room ; and while, by these prelec- 
tions, the Author supplemented, developed, and moulded 
the National Philosophy,—leaving thereon the inefface- 
able impress of his genius and learning,—he, at the same 


time and by the same means, exercised over the intellects 
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and feelings of his pupils an influence which, for depth, 
intensity, and elevation, was certainly never surpassed by 
that of any philosophical instructor. Among his pupils 
there are not a few who, having lived for a season under 
the constraining power of his intellect, and been led to 
reflect on those great questions regarding the character, 
origin, and bounds of human knowledge, which his teach- 
ings stirred and quickened, bear the memory of their 
beloved and revered Instructor inseparably blended with 
what is highest in their present intellectual life, as well 
as in their practical aims and aspirations. 

The Editors, in offering these Lectures to the public, 
are, therefore, encouraged to express their belief, that they 
will not be found unworthy of the illustrious name which 
they bear. In the discharge of their own duties as 
annotators, the Editors have thought it due to the fame 
of the Author, to leave his opinions to be judged entirely 
by their own merits, without the accompaniment of 
criticisms, concurrent or dissentient. For the same 
reason, they have abstained from noticing such criticisms 
as have appeared on those portions of the work which 
have already been published in other forms. Their own 
annotations are, for the most part, confined to occasional 
explanations and verifications of the numerous refer- 
ences and allusions scattered through the text. The 


notes fall, as will be observed, into three classes :— 


I. Original ; notes printed from the manuscript of the 
present Lectures. These appear without any distinctive 
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mark. Mere Jottings or Memoranda by the Author, 
made on the manuscript, are generally marked as such. 
To these are also added a few Oral Interpolations of the 
Author, made in the course of reading the Lectures, 
which have been recovered from the note-books of 
students. 

II. Supplied ; notes extracted or compiled by the 
Editors from the Author's Common Place Book and 
fragmentary papers. These are enclosed in square 
brackets, and are without signature. 

III. Editorial; notes added by the Editors. These 
always bear the signature “Ep.” When added as sup- 
plementary to the original or supplied notes, they are 
generally enclosed in square brackets, besides having the 


usual signature. 


The Editors have been at pains to trace and examine 
the notes of the first and second classes with much care ; 
and have succeeded in discovering the authorities re- 
ferred to, with very few and insignificant exceptions. 
The Editors trust that the Original and Supplied Notes 
may prove of service to students of Philosophy, as 
indications of sources of philosophical opinions, which, 
in many cases, are but little, if at all, known in thus 
country. 

The Appendix embraces a few papers, chiefly frag- 
mentary, which appeared to the Editors to be deserving 
of publication. Several of these are fragments of dis- 


cussions which the Author had written with a view to 
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the Memoir of Mr Dugald Stewart, on the editorship 
of whose works he was engaged at the period of his 
death. They thus possess the melancholy interest which 
attaches to the latest of his compositions. ‘To these 
philosophical fragments have been added a few papers 
on physiological subjects. These consist of an extract 
from the Author’s Lectures on Phrenology, and com- 
munications made by him to various medical publica- 
tions. Apart from the value of their results, these 
physiological investigations serve to exhibit, in a de- 
partment of inquiry foreign to the class of subjects 
with which the mind of the Author was ordinarily 
occupied, that habit of careful, accurate, and unsparing 
research, by which Sir William Hamilton was so emin- 


ently characterised. 
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LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


LECTURES 1. 
PHILOSOPHY—-ITS ABSOLUTE UTILITY. 


(A) SUBJECTIVE. 


GENTLEMEN—In the commencement of a course of yycr, 
instruction in any department of knowledge, it is __* 

τ Ξ fi ee a Philosophy; 
usual, before entering on the regular consideration of ;..")°h!3 
the subject, to premise a general survey of the more μι Pe 


important advantages which it affords ; and this with 
the view of animating the student to a higher assi- 
duity, by holding up to him, in prospect, some at least 
of those benefits and pleasures which he may promise 
to himself in reward of his exertions. 

And, if such a preparation be found expedient for »,, nani. 
other branches of study, it is, 1 think, peculiarly requi- {nous 
site in Philosophy,—Philosophy Proper,—the Science "7a" 
of Mind. Fr, in the first place, the most important 
advantages to be derived from the cultivation of 
philosophy, are not, in themselves, direct, palpable, 
obtrusive: they are, therefore, of their own nature, 
peculiarly liable to be overlooked or disparaged by 
the world at large ; because to estimate them at their 
proper value requires in the judge more than a vulgar 
complement of information and intelligence. But, in 

VOL. I. A 
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tect, the second place, the many are not simply by nega- 
᾿ς tive incompetence disqualified for an opinion; they 
are, moreover, by positive error, at once rendered in- 
capable of judging right ; and yet, by positive error, 
encouraged to a decision. For there are at present 
afloat, and in very general acceptation, certain super- 
ficial misconceptions in regard to the end and objects 
of education, which render the popular opinion of the 
comparative importance of its different branches, not 
merely false, but precisely the reverse of truth; the 
studies which, in reality, are of the highest value as a 
mean of intellectual development, being those which, 
on the vulgar standard of utility, are at the very 
bottom of the scale ; while those which, in the nomen- 
clature of the multitude, are emphatically,—distinc- 
tively, denominated the Useful, are precisely those 
which, in relation to the great ends of liberal educa- 

tion, possess the least, and least general, utility. 
Utility ofa [ἢ considering the utility of a branch of knowledge, 


branch of 


knowledge, it behoves us, in the first place, to estimate its value as 
of two granc : 


kinds—Ab- viewed simply in itself; and, in the second, its value 

solute and ; 

Relative. as viewed in relation to other branches. Considered 
in itself, a science is valuable in proportion as its 
cultivation is immediately conducive to the mental 
improvement of the cultivator. This may be called 
its Absolute utility. In relation to others, a science 
is valuable in proportion as its study is necessary for 
the prosecution of other branches of knowledge. This 
may be called its Relative utility. In this latter 
point of view, that is, as relatively useful, I cannot at 
present enter upon the value of Philosophy,—I cannot 
attempt to show how it supplies either the materials 
or the rules to all the sciences ; and how, in particular, 
its study is of importance to the Lawyer, the Physi- 
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cian, and, above all, to the Theologian. All this 1 ποτ. 

must for the present pass by. Ξ 
In the former point of view, that is, considered absolute 

ae utility of 

absolutely, or in itself, the philosophy of mind com- two kinds— 

prises two several utilities, according as it, 1°, Culti- st Obed 

vates the mind or knowing subject, by calling its’ ” 

faculties into exercise ; and, 2°, Furnishes the mind 

with a certain complement of truths or objects of 

knowledge. The former of these constitutes its Sub- 

jective, the latter its Objective utility. These utilities 

are not the same, nor do they even stand to each 

other in any necessary proportion. As the special 

consideration of both is more than I can compass in 

the present Lecture, [ am constrained to limit myself 

to one alone; and as the subjective utility is that 

which has usually been overlooked, though not 

assuredly of the two the less important, while at the 

same time its exposition affords in part the rationale 

of the method of instruction which I have adopted, I 

shall at present only attempt an illustration of the 

advantages afforded by the Philosophy of Mind, re- 

garded as the study which, of all others, best cultivates 

the mind or subject of knowledge, by supplying to its 

higher faculties the occasions of their most vigorous, 

and therefore their most improving, exercise. 

There are few, I believe, disposed to question the Practical 
speculative dignity of mental science ; but its practi- ἘΝ 
cal utility is not unfrequently denied. To what, it is 
asked, is the science of mind conducive? What are 
its uses 4 

I am not one of those who think that the importance 
of a study is sufficiently established when its dignity 
is admitted ; for, holding that knowledge is for the 
sake of man, and not man for the sake of knowledge, 


The Useful. 


Two errors 
in the popu- 
lar estimate 
of the com- 
parative 
utility of 
human 
sciences, 
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it is necessary, in order to vindicate its value, that 
every science should be able to show what are the 
advantages which it promises to confer upon its stu- 
dent. I, therefore, profess myself a utilitarian ; and it 
is only on the special ground of its utility that 1 would 
claim for the philosophy of mind, what I regard as its 
peculiar and pre-eminent importance. But what is a 
utilitarian 4 Simply one who prefers the Useful to the 
Useless—and who does not? But what is the useful? 
That which is prized, not on its own account, but as 
conducive to the acquisition of something else,—the 
useful is, in short, only another word for a mean 
towards an end; for every mean is useful, and what- 
ever is useful is a mean. Now the value of a mean is 
always in proportion to the value of its end; and the 
useful being a mean, it follows, that, of two utilities, 
the one which conduces to the more valuable end will 
be itself the more valuable utility. 

So far there is no difference of opinion. All agree 
that the useful is a mean towards an end; and that, 
ceteris paribus, a mean towards a higher end consti- 
tutes a higher utility than a mean towards a lower. 
The only dispute that has arisen, or can possibly arise, 
in regard to the utility of means (supposing always 
their relative efficiency), is founded on the various 
views that may be entertained in regard to the exist- 
ence and comparative importance of ends. 

Now the various opinions which prevail concerning 
the comparative utility of human sciences and studies, 
have all arisen from two errors.” 

The first of these consists in viewing man, not as 


a With the following observations in his article on the study of mathe- 
may be compared the author’s re- matics, Edinburgh Review, vol. Ixii. 
marks on the distinction between ap . 409, reprinted in his Discussions, p. 
liberal and a professional education 263,.—Ep., 
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an end unto himself, but merely as a mean organised LECT. 
for the sake of something out of himself ; a under 

this partial view of beara destination, those branches 

of knowledge obtain exclusively the name of useful, 
which tend to qualify a human being to act the lowly 

part of a dexterous instrument. 

The second, and the more dangerous of these errors, 
consists in regarding the cultivation of our faculties as 
subordinate to the acquisition of knowledge, instead 
of regarding the possession of knowledge as subor- 
dinate to the cultivation of our faculties ; and, in con- 
sequence of this error, those sciences which afford a 
greater number of more certain facts, have been deemed 
superior in utility to those which bestow a higher cul- 
tivation on the higher faculties of the mind. 

As to the first of these errors, the fallacy is so pal- Man an 
pable that we may well wonder at its prevalence. It ἀπ 
is manifest, indeed, that man, in so far as he is a mean 
for the glory of God, must be an end unto himself, 
for it is only in the accomplishment of his own per- 
fection, that, as a creature, he can manifest the glory 
of his Creator. Though therefore man, by relation 
to God, be but a mean,—for that very reason, in 
relation to all else, is he an end. Wherefore, now 
speaking of him exclusively in his natural capacity 
and temporal relations, I say it is manifest that man 
is by nature necessarily an end to himself,—that his 
perfection and happiness constitute the goal of his 
activity, to which he tends, and ought to tend, when 
not diverted from this, his general and native des- 
tination, by peculiar and accidental circumstances. 
But it is equally evident, that, under the condition 
of society, individual men are, for the most part, to 
a greater or less degree, actually so diverted. To 


LECT, 
1 


Liberal and 
professional 
education, 
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live, the individual must have the means of living ; 
and these means, (unless he already possess them), τὸ 
must procure,—he must purchase. But purchase 
with what ? With his services,—vz. 6. he must reduce 
himself to an instrument,—an instrument of utility to 
others, and the services of this instrument he must 
barter for those means of subsistence of which he is 
in want. In other words, he must exercise some 
trade, calling, or profession. 

Thus, in the actualities of social life, each man, 
instead of being solely an end to himself,—instead 
of being able to make everything subordinate to that 
full and harmonious development of his individual 
faculties, in which his full perfection and his true 
happiness consist,—is, in general, compelled to degrade 
himself into the mean or instrument towards the 
accomplishment of some end, external to himself, and 
for the benefit of others. 

Now the perfection of man as an end, and the per- 
fection of man as a mean or instrument, are not only 
not the same, they are, in reality, generally opposed. 
And as these two perfections are different, so the train- 
ing requisite for their acquisition is not identical, and 
has, accordingly, been distinguished by different names. 
The one is styled Liberal, the other Professional edu- 
cation,—the branches of knowledge cultivated for these 
purposes being called respectively liberal and profes- 
sional, or liberal and lucrative, sciences. By the 
Germans, the latter are usually distinguished as the 
Brodwissenschaften, which we may translate, The Bread 
and Butter scvences.“ A few of the professions, indeed, 
as requiring a higher development of the higher facul- 


a Schelling, Vorlesungen tiber die yp. 67.—ED. 
Methode des Academischen Studiuin, 
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ties, and involving, therefore, a greater or less amount LEcr. 
of liberal education, have obtained the name of liberal 
professions. We must, however, recollect that this 
is only an accidental and a very partial exception. 
But though the full and harmonious development of 
our faculties be the high and natural destination of all, 
while the cultivation of any professional dexterity is 
only a contingency, though a contingency incumbent 
upon most, it has, however, happened that the para- 
mount and universal end of man,—of man absolutely, 
—has been often ignorantly lost sight of, and the term 
useful appropriated exclusively to those acquirements 
which have a value only to man considered in his 
relative, lower, and accidental character of an instru- 
ment. But, because some have thus been led to 
appropriate the name of useful to those studies and 
objects of knowledge, which are conducive to the Misappii- 
inferior end, it assuredly does not follow that those ἘΝ ἢ 
conducive to the higher have not a far preferable title 

to the name thus curiously denied to them. Even 
admitting, therefore, that the study of mind is of 

no immediate advantage in preparing the student 

for many of the subordinate parts in the mechan- 

ism of society, its utility cannot, on that account, be 

called in question, unless it be asserted that man 
“liveth by bread alone,” and has no higher destina- 

tion than that of the calling by which he earns his 
subsistence. 

The second error to which I have adverted, reverses Knowledge 
the relative subordination of knowledge and of intel- πὰ 
lectual cultivation. In refutation of this, I shall “"" 
attempt briefly to show, firstly, that knowledge and 
intellectual cultivation are not identical ; secondly, 
that knowledge is itself principally valuable as a 
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LECT. mean of intellectual cultivation ; and, lastly, that 
‘__ intellectual cultivation is more directly and effectually 
accomplished by the study of mind than by any other 

of our rational pursuits. 

But to prevent misapprehension, | may premise 
what I mean by knowledge, and what by intellectual 
cultivation. By knowledge is understood the mere 
possession of truths; by intellectual cultivation, or 
intellectual development, the power acquired through 
exercise by the higher faculties, of a more varied, 
vigorous, and protracted activity. 

Not identi In the first place, then, it will be requisite, I con- 
τς ceive, to say but little to show that knowledge and 
intellectual development are not only not the same, 
but stand in no necessary proportion to each other. 
This is manifest if we consider the very different con- 
ditions under which these two qualities are acquired. 
The one condition under which all powers, and con- 
sequently the intellectual faculties, are developed, is 
exercise. ‘The more intense and continuous the exer- 
cise, the more vigorously developed will be the power. 

But a certain quantity of knowledge,—in other 
words, a certain amount of possessed truths,—does 
not suppose, as its condition, a corresponding sum of 
intellectual exercise. One truth requires much, an- 
other truth requires little, effort in acquisition ; and, 
while the original discovery of a truth evolves perhaps 
a maximum of the highest quality of energy, the sub- 
sequent learning of that truth elicits probably but a 
minimum of the very lowest. 

Istruth or But, as it is evident that the possession of truths, 


mental ex- 


ercise the and the development of the mind in which they are 


superior 


end? deposited, are not identical, | proceed, in the second 
place, to show that, considered as ends, and in relation 
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to each other, the knowledge of truths 15 not supreme, LEcr. 
but subordinate to the cultivation of the knowing 5 
mind. The question—Is Truth, or is the Mental Exer- 
cise in the pursuit of truth, the superior end ?—this 
is perhaps the most curious theoretical, and certainly 
the most important practical, problem in the whole 
compass of philosophy. Yor, according to the solution 
at which we arrive, must we accord the higher or the 
lower rank to certain great departments of study ; 
and, what is of more importance, the character of its 
solution, as it determines the aim, regulates from first 
to last the method, which an enlightened science of 
education must adopt. 

But, however curious and important, this question Popular so- 
has never, in so far as I am aware, been regularly Caen 
discussed. Nay, what is still more remarkable, the 
erroneous alternative has been very generally assumed 
as true. The consequence of this has been, that 
sciences of far inferior, have been elevated above 
sciences of far superior, utility ; while education has 
been systematically distorted, —though truth and 
nature have occasionally burst the shackles which a 
perverse theory had imposed. The reason of this is 
sufficiently obvious. At first sight, 10 seems even 
absurd to doubt that truth is more valuable than 
its pursuit ; for is this not to say that the end is 
less important than the mean ?—and on this super- 
ficial view is the prevalent misapprehension founded. 

A slight consideration will, however, expose the 
fallacy. 

Knowledge is either practical or speculative. In Practical 
practical knowledge it is evident that truth is not wen 
the ultimate end ; for, in that case, knowledge is, ex 
hypothesi, for the sake of application. The knowledge 


LECT. 
IL 


The end of 
speculative 
knowledge. 
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of a moral, of a political, of a religious truth, is of 
value only as it affords the preliminary or condition 
of its exercise. 

In speculative knowledge, on the other hand, there 
may indeed, at first sight, seem greater difficulty; but 
further reflection will prove that speculative truth is 
only pursued, and is only held of value, for the sake 
of intellectual activity. “Sordet cognita veritas” is 
a shrewd aphorism of Seneca. <A truth, once known, 
falls into comparative insignificance. It is now 
prized, less on its own account than as opening up 
new ways to new activity, new suspense, new hopes, 
new discoveries, new self-gratulation, Hvery votary of 
science is wilfully ignorant of a thousand established 
facts,—of a thousand which he might make his own 
more easily than he could attempt the discovery of 
even one. But it is not knowledge,—it is not truth, 
—that he principally seeks ; he seeks the exercise of 
his faculties and feelings ; and, as in following after 
the one he exerts a greater amount of pleasurable 
energy than in taking formal possession of the 
thousand, he disdains the certainty of the many, and 
prefers the chances of the one. Accordingly, the 
sciences always studied with keenest interest are 
those in a state of progress and uncertainty : absolute 
certainty and absolute completion would be the para- 
lysis of any study ; and the last worst calamity that 
could befall man, as he is at present constituted, 
would be that full and final possession of speculative 
truth, which he now vainly anticipates as the consum- 
mation of his intellectual happiness. 


“ Queesivit coelo lucem, ingemuitque reperta.” * 


α Virgil, Zn., iv. 692.—Eb. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 11 


But what is true of science is true, indeed, of all 
human activity. “In life,” as the great Pascal observes, 
“we always believe that we are seeking repose, while, 
in reality, all that we ever seek is agitation.” * When 
Pyrrhus proposed to subdue a part of the world, and 
then to enjoy rest among his friends, he believed that 
what he sought was possession, not pursuit; and 
Alexander assuredly did not foresee that the conquest 
of one world would only leave him to weep for another 
world to conquer. It is ever the contest that pleases 
us, and not the victory. Thus it is in play; thus it is 
in hunting ; thus it is in the search of truth ; βαὶ thus it is 
in life. The past does not interest, the present does not 
satisfy, the future alone is the object which engages us. 

“{Nullo votorum fine beati | 


Victuros agimus semper, nec vivimus unquam.”? 


“ Man never is, but always to be blest.”5 


LECT, 
ie 


The question, I said, has never been regularly dis- How re- 


cussed,—probably because it lay in too narrow a 
compass ; but no philosopher appears to have ever 
seriously proposed it to himself, who did not resolve 
it in contradiction to the ordinary opinion. A con- 
tradiction of this opimion is even involved in the very 
term Philosophy ; and the man who first declared 
that he was not a σοφὸς, or possessor, but a φιλόσοφος,“ 


a Pensées, partie i. art. vii. § 1, 
(vol. ii. p. 34, ed. Faugére): ‘IIs 
croient chercher sincctrement le repos, 


templer la vérité trouvée, point du 
tout... Nous ne cherchons jamais les 
choses, muis la recherche des choses.” 


et ne cherchent en effet que lagita- 
tion.” “Le conseil qu’on donnait ἃ 
Pyrrhus, de prendre le repos quwil 
allait chercher par tant de fatigues, 
recevait bien des difficultés.”—Ep. 
8“ Rien ne nous plait quele combat, 
mais non pas la victoire... Ainsi dans 
le jeu, ainsi dans la recherche de la 
vérité. On aime & voirdans les disputes 
le combat des opinions ; mais de con- 


—Pascal, Pensées, vol. i. p. 205, ed. 
Faugére.—Ep. 

Ύ Manilius, Astronomicon, lib. iv. 
4,—Ep. 

5 Pope, Essay on Man, i. 96.—Ep. 

ε Pythagoras, according to the or- 
dinary account ; see Cicero, Zuse. 
Quest. v.38. Sir W. Hamilton, how- 
ever, probably meant Socrates. See 
Lecture III., p. 47.—Ep. 


solved by 
philoso- 
phers. 
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or seeker of truth, at once enounced the true end of 
human speculation, and embodied it in a significant 
name. Under the same conviction Plato defines man 
“the hunter of truth,’” for science is a chase, and in 
a chase the pursuit is always of greater value than the 
game. 


“ Our hopes, like towering falcons, aim 

At objects in an airy height ; 

But all the pleasure of the game 

Is afar off to view the flight.” 8 
“The intellect,” says Aristotle, in one passage, “ is 
perfected, not by knowledge but by activity ;”7% and 
in another, “The arts and sciences are powers, but 
every power exists only for the sake of action ; the 
end of philosophy, therefore, is not knowledge, but the 
energy conversant about knowledge.”® Descending 
to the schoolmen: “The intellect,’ says Aquinas, 
“commences in operation, and in operation it ends ;” ἡ 
and Scotus even declares that a man’s knowledge is 
measured by the amount of his mental activity— 
“tantum scit homo, quantum operatur.’S The pro- 


foundest thinkers of modern times have emphatically 


ai τέχναι Kal αἱ ποιητικαὶ καὶ ἐπισ- 
Lib. viii. c. 8: 


/ > ¢ 3.7, , U 
Τέλος δ᾽ ἡ ἐνέργεια, καὶ τούτου χάριν 


a This definition is not to be found 
in the Platonic Dialogues ; a passage 
something like it occurs in the Huthy- 
demus, p. 290. Cf. Diog. Laert., lib. 
vili., Pythagoras, ὃ 8.—Ev τῷ βίῳ, of 
μὲν ἀνδραποδώδεις φύονται, δόξης καὶ 
πλεονεξίας θηραταί' οἱ δὲ φιλόσοφοι, τῆς 


τῆμαι δυνάμεις εἰσίν. 
ἡ δύναμις λαμβάνεται"... καὶ τὴν θεω- 
ρητικὴν (ἔχουσιν) ἵνα θεωρῶσιν" ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
θεωροῦσιν ἵνα θεωρητικὴν ἔχωσιν. --- Ὁ. 

e This is perhaps the substance of 


aAndeias. —Ep. 

B Prior, Lines to the Hon. C. Mon- 
tague; British Poets, vol. vii. p. 393, 
(Anderson’s ed. )— Ep. 

y Said of moral knowledge, Lth. 
Nic., i. 8: Τέλος od γνῶσις, ἀλλὰ πρᾶξις. 
Οὔ ie ioe Oehin 8, 9 τ χ. 788: 
πὶ, 9 εχ: 7, eMC εσι. «Ἢ ψοῦ 
ἐνέργεια ζωή. ---- ἘΠ. 

5 This sentence seems to be made 
up from two separate passages in the 
Metaphysics. Lib, viii. c. 2: Πᾶσαι 


Summa, Parsi., Q. Ixxix., art. 11. and 
ili.—Ep. 

¢ These words contain the sub- 
stance of the doctrine of Scotus re- 
garding science, given in his Ques- 
tiones in Aristotelis Logicam, p. 318— 
Super Lib. Post.,Q. i. “Scire in actu,” 
says the subtle doctor, “ est quum 
aliquis cognoscit majorem et minorem, 
et, simul cum hoc, applicat preemissas 
ad conclusionem. Sic igitur patet 
quod actualitas scientiz est ex applica- 
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testified to the same great principle. “If,” says Lect. 
Malebranche, “I held truth captive in my hand, | ——— 
should open my hand and let it fly, in order that 1 
might again pursue and capture 10.“ “Did the 
Almighty,” says Lessing, “ holding in his right hand 
Truth, and in his left Search after Truth, deign to 
tender me the one I might prefer,—in all humility, 
but without hesitation, I should request Search after 
Truth”? “Truth,” says Von Miiller, “is the property 
of God, the pursuit of truth is what belongs to man ;”” 
and Jean Paul Richter: “ It is not the goal, but the 
course, which makes us happy.”® But there would be 
no end of similar quotations.* 

But if speculative truth itself be only valuable as Philosophy 
a mean of intellectual activity, those studies which ἘΠ 
determine the faculties to a more vigorous exertion, ee: 
will, in every liberal sense, be het entitled, ab- 
solutely, to the name of useful, than those which, with 
a greater complement of more certain facts, awaken 
them to a less intense, and consequently to a less 
improving exercise. On this ground I would rest 
one of the pre-eminent utilities of mental philosophy. 
That it comprehends all the sublimest objects of our 
theoretical and moral interest ; that every (natural) 
conclusion concerning God, the soul, the present worth 
and the future destiny of man, is exclusively deduced 
from the philosophy of mind, will be at once admitted. 


399 


tione cause ad effectum.’”’ Compare 
Quest. ii.,—“ An acquisitio scientiz 
sit nobis per dectrinam,’’— for his 


core la vérité.’”—Mazure, Cours de 
Philosophie, tom. i. p. 20.] 
B Eine Duplik, 5 1; Schriften, edit. 


view of the end and means of educa- 
tion.—Ep. 

a [“ Malebranche disait avec une 
ingénieuse exagération, ‘Si je tenais 
la vérité captive dans ma main, j’ouy- 
rirais la main afin de poursuivre en- 


Lachmann, x. p. 49.—Eb. 

y [“ Die Wahrheit ist in Gott, uns 
bleibt das Forschen.” ] 

5 Leben, drittes Heft, § 257. See 
Scheidler’s Psychologie, p. 45.—Ep. 

ε Compare Discussions, p. 40. 
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But I do not at present found the importance on the 
paramount dignity of the pursuit. It is as the best 
gymnastic of the mind,—as a mean, principally, and 
almost exclusively, conducive to the highest education 
of our noblest powers,—that I would vindicate to these 
speculations the necessity which has too frequently 
been denied them. By no other intellectual applica- 
tion is the mind thus reflected on itself, and its faculties 
aroused to such independent, vigorous, unwonted, and 
continued energy ;—by none, therefore, are its best 
capacities so variously and intensely evolved. “ By 
turning,” says Burke, “the soul inward on itself, its 
forces are concentred, and are fitted for greater and 
stronger flights of science; and in this pursuit, 
whether we take or whether we lose our game, the 
chase is certainly of service.” * 

These principles being established, I have only 
now to offer a few observations in regard to their 
application, that is, in regard to the mode in which 1 
conceive that this class ought to be conducted. From 
what has already been said, my views on this subject 
may be easily anticipated. Holding that the para- 
mount end of liberal study is the development of the 
student’s mind, and that knowledge is principally 
useful as a mean of determining the faculties to that 
exercise, through which this development is accom- 
plished,—it follows, that I must regard the main duty 
of a Professor to consist not simply in communicating 
information, but in doing this in such a manner, and 
with such an accompaniment of subsidiary means, 
that the information he conveys may be the occasion 
of awakening his pupils to a vigorous and varied 
exertion of their faculties. Self-activity is the indis- 


a On the Sublime and Beautiful, Preface, p. 8.—Ep. 
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pensable condition of improvement ; and education is 
education,—that is, accomplishes its purpose, only by 
affording objects and supplying incitements to this 
spontaneous exertion. Strictly speaking, every one 
must educate himself. 

But as the end of education is thus something more 
than the mere communication of knowledge, the com- 
munication of knowledge ought not to be all that 
academical education should attempt. Before printing 
was invented, Universities were of primary importance 
as organs of publication, and as centres of literary con- 
fluence : but since that invention, their utility as media 
of communication is superseded ; consequently, to jus- 
tify the continuance of their existence and privileges, 
they must accomplish something that cannot be ac- 
complished by books. But it is a remarkable circum- 
stance that, before the invention of printing, univer- 
sities viewed the activity of the pupil as the great 
mean of cultivation, and the communication of know- 
ledge as only of subordinate importance ; whereas, 
since that invention, universities, in general, have 
gradually allowed to fall into disuse the powerful 
means which they possess of rousing the pupil to ex- 
ertion, and have been too often content to act as mere 
oral instruments of information, forgetful, it would 
almost seem, that Fust and Coster ever lived. It is 
acknowledged, indeed, that this is neither the prin- 
cipal nor the proper purpose of a university. Every 
writer on academical education from every corner of 
Europe proclaims the abuse, and, in this and other 
universities, much has been done by individual effort 
to correct it." 

But though the common duty of all academical 


a Compare Discussions, p. 772.— Ep. 
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instructors be the cultivation of the student, through 
the awakened exercise of his faculties, this 1s more 


Pre true end especially incumbent on those to whom is intrusted 


the department of liberal education ; for, in this 
department, the pupil is trained, not to any mere 
professional knowledge, but to the command and 
employment of his faculties in general, But, more- 
over, the same obligation is specially imposed upon a 
professor of intellectual philosophy, by the peculiar 
nature of his subject, and the conditions under which 
alone it can be taught. The phenomena of the ex- 
ternal world are so palpable and so easily described, 
that the experience of one observer suffices to render 
the facts he has witnessed intelligible and probable to 
all. The phenomena of the internal world, on the 
contrary, are not capable of being thus described : all 
that the prior observer can do, is to enable others to 
repeat his experience. In the science of mind, we 
can neither understand nor be convinced of anything 
at second hand. Here testimony can impose no be- 
lief ; and instruction is only instruction as it enables 
us to teach ourselves. <A fact of consciousness, how- 
ever accurately observed, however clearly described, 
and however great may be our confidence in the 
observer, is for us as zero, until we have observed and 
recognised it ourselves. Till that be done, we cannot 
realise its possibility, far less admit its truth. Thus 
it is that, in the philosophy of mind, instruction can 
do little more than point out the position in which 
the pupil ought to place himself, in order to verify, 
by his. own experience, the facts which his instructor 
proposes to him as true. The instructor, therefore, 
proclaims, ov φιλοσοφία, ἀλλὰ φιλοσοφεῖν ; he does not 
profess to teach philosophy, but to philosophise. 
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It is this condition imposed upon the student of Lecv. 
doing everything himself, that renders the study of z 
the mental sciences the most improving exercise of 
intellect. But everything depends upon the condition 
being fulfilled ; and, therefore, the primary duty of a 
teacher of philosophy is to take care that the student 
does actually perform for himself the necessary pro- 
cess. In the first place, he must discover, by exami- 
nation, whether his instructions have been effective,— 
whether they have enabled the pupil to go through 
the intellectual operation ; and, if not, it behoves him 
to supply what is wanting,—to clear up what has 
been misunderstood. In this view, examinations are 
of high importance to a Professor ; for without such a 
medium between the teacher and the taught, he can 
never adequately accommodate the character of his 
instruction to the capacity of his pupils. 

But, in the second place, besides placing his pupil in The intel- 
a condition to perform the necessary process, the in- tiueer” 


must seek 


structor ought to do what in him lies to determine the το influence 
pupil’s wll to the performance. But how is this to be εν ha 
effected 4 Only by rendering the effort more pleasur- 
able than its omission. But every effort is at first 
difficult,—consequently irksome. The ultimate benefit 
it promises is dim and remote, while the pupil is often 
of an age at which present pleasure is more persuasive 
than future good. The pain of the exertion must, 
therefore, be overcome by associating with it a still 
higher pleasure. This can only be effected by enlist- 
ing some passion in the cause of improvement. We 
must awaken emulation,and allow its gratification only 
through a course of vigorous exertion. Some rigorists, 
I am aware, would proscribe, on moral and religious 
srounds, the employment of the passions in education ; 


VOL. I. B 
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but such a view is at once false and dangerous. The 


__*__ affections are the work of God ; they are not radically 


The place of 


the passions 
in educa- 
tion. 


evil ; they are given us for useful purposes, and are, 
therefore, not superfluous. It is their abuse that is alone 
reprehensible. In truth, however, there is no alterna- 
tive. In youth passion is preponderant. There is 
then a redundant amount of energy which must be ex- 
pended ; and this, if it find not an outlet through one 
affection, is sure to find it through another. The aim 
of education is thus to employ for good those impulses 
which would otherwise be turned to evil. The pas- 
sions are never neutral ; they are either the best allies, 
or the worst opponents, of improvement. “ Man’s 
nature,” says Bacon, “runs either to herbs or weeds ; 
therefore let him seasonably water the one, and destroy 
the other.”* Without the stimulus of emulation, what 
can education accomplish ἢ The love of abstract know- 
ledge, and the habit of application, are still unformed, 
and if emulation intervene not, the course by which 
these are acquired is, from a strenuous and cheerful 
energy, reduced to an inanimate and dreary effort; and 
this too at an age when pleasure is all-powerful, and im- 
pulse predominant over reason. The result is manifest. 
These views have determined my plan of practical 
instruction. Regarding the communication of know- 
ledge as a high, but not the highest, aim of academical 
instruction, I shall not content myself with the de- 
livery of Lectures. By all the means in my power I 
shall endeavour to rouse you, Gentlemen, to the free 
and vigorous exercise of your faculties ; and shall deem 
my task accomplished, not by teaching Logic and Philo- 
sophy, but by teaching to reason and philosophise.® 


a Essay xxxvill.—“ Of Nature in B For Fragment containing the Au- 
Men,’— Works, ed. Montagu, vol. i. p. thor’s views on the subject of Acade- 
133.—Ep. mical Honours, see Appendix I.—Ep, 
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LECTURE II* 


PHILOSOPHY —ITS ABSOLUTE UTILITY. 


(B) OBJECTIVE. 


In the perverse estimate which is often made of Lect. 
the ends and objects of education, it is impossible 

that the Science of Mind,—Philosophy Proper,—the σὸς τ 
Queen of Sciences, as it was denominated of old, should 

not be degraded in common opinion from its pre-emi- 

nence, as the highest branch of general education ; 

and, therefore, before attempting to point out to you 

what constitutes the value of Philosophy, it becomes 
necessary to clear the way by establishing a correct 
notion of what the value of a study is. 

Some things are valuable, finally, or for themselves, rnas ana 
—these are ends ; other things are valuable, not on” 
their own account, but as conducive towards certain 
ulterior ends,—these are means. ‘The value of ends is 
absolute,—the value of means is relative. Absolute 
value is properly called a good,—trelative value is pro- 
perly called a utility. Of goods, or absolute ends, 


alt is to be observed, that the Course. This circumstance accounts 
Lectures here printed as First and Se- for the repetition of the principal 
cond, were not uniformly delivered by doctrines of Lecture I. in the opening 
the Author in that order. The one of Lecture 11.--- ΠΡ. 
or other was, however, usually given B(Cf£. Aristotle, Hth. Nic., lib. i. 
as the Introductory Lecture of the ο. 7, ὃ 1.] 
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LEcT. there are for man but two,—perfection and happiness. 

.- ΒΥ perfection is meant the full and harmonious devel- 
opment of all our faculties, corporeal and mental, in- 
tellectual and moral ; by happiness, the complement 
of all the pleasures of which we are susceptible. 

Human per- Now, I may state, though I cannot at present at- 

fection and : : 

happiness tempt to prove, and I am afraid many will not even 

smes’e- “understand the statement, that human perfection and 
human happiness coincide, and thus constitute, in 
reality, but a single end. For as, on the one hand, 
the perfection or full development of a power is in pro- 
portion to its capacity of free, vigorous, and continued 
action, so, on the other, all pleasure is the concomitant 
of activity ; its degree being in proportion as that ac- 
tivity 1s spontaneously intense, its prolongation in pro- 
portion as that activity is spontaneously continued ; 
whereas, pain arises either from a faculty being re- 
strained in its spontaneous tendency to action, or from 
being urged to a degree, or to a continuance, of energy 
beyond the limit to which it of itself freely tends. 

To promote our perfection is thus to promote our 
happiness ; for to cultivate fully and harmoniously 
our various faculties, is simply to enable them by ex- 
ercise to energise longer and stronger without painful 
effort ; that is, to afford us a larger amount of a higher 
quality of enjoyment. 

Criterion of Perfection (comprising happiness) being thus the one 
ae end of our existence, in so far as man is considered 
either as an end unto himself, or as a mean to the 
glory of his Creator ; it is evident that, absolutely 
speaking, that is, without reference to special circum- 
stances and relations, studies and sciences must, in 
common with all other pursuits, be judged useful as 
they contribute, and only as they contribute, to the 
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perfection of our humanity,—that is, to our perfection Lect. 
simply as men. It is manifest that in this relation Be 
alone can anything distinctively, emphatically, and 
without qualification, be denominated useful; for as 
our perfection as men is the paramount and universal 
end proposed to the species, whatever we may style 
useful in any other relation, ought, as conducive only 
to a subordinate and special end, to be so called, not 
simply, but with qualifying limitation. Propriety has, 
however, in this case been reversed in common usage. 
For the term Useful has been exclusively bestowed, in 
ordinary language, on those branches of instruction 
which, without reference to his general cultivation as 
aman or a gentleman, qualify an individual to earn 
his livelihood by a special knowledge or dexterity in 
some lucrative calling or profession ; and it is easy to 
see how, after the word had been thus appropriated to 
what, following the Germans, we may call the Bread 
and Butter sciences, those which more proximately and 
obtrusively contribute to the intellectual and moral 
dignity of man, should, as not having been styled the 
useful, come, in popular opinion, to be regarded as the 
useless branches of instruction. 

As it is proper to have different names for different seus aut 
things, we may call the higher utility, or that conducive Utility. 
to the perfection of a man viewed as an end in him- 
self, by the name of Absolute or General ; the inferior 
utility, or that conducive to the skill of an individual 
viewed as an instrument for some end out of himself, 
by the name of Special or Particular. 

Nov, it is evident, that in estimating the utility of 
any branch of education, we ought to measure it both 
by the one kind of utility and by the other; but it is 
also evident, that a neglect of the former standard will 
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lead us further wrong in appreciating the value of any 
branch of common or general instruction, than a ne- 
glect of the latter. 

It has been the tendency of different ages, of diffe- 
rent countries, of different ranks and conditions of 
society, to measure the utility of studies rather by one 
of these standards than by both. Thus it was the bias 
of antiquity, when the moral and intellectual cultiva- 
tion of the citizen was viewed as the great end of all 
political institutions, to appreciate all knowledge prin- 
cipally by the higher standard ; on the contrary, it is 
unfortunately the bias of our modern civilisation, since 
the accumulation, (and not too the distribution), of 
riches in a country, has become the grand problem of 
the statesman, to appreciate it rather by the lower. 

In considering, therefore, the utility of philosophy, we 
have, first, to determine its Absolute, and, in the second 
place, its Special utility—I say its special utility, for, 
though not itself one of the professional studies, it is 
mediately more or less conducive to them all. 

In the present Lecture I must, of course, limit my- 
self to one branch of this division ; and even a part of 
the first or Absolute utility will more than occupy our 
hour. 

Limiting myself, therefore, to the utility of philoso- 
phy as estimated by the higher standard alone, it is 
further to be observed, that, on this standard, a science 
or study is useful in two different ways, and, as these 
are not identical,—this pursuit being more useful in the 
one way, that pursuit more useful in the other,—these 
in reality constitute two several standards of utility, by 
which each branch of knowledge ought to be sepa- 
rately measured. 

The cultivation, the intellectual perfection, of a man, 
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may be estimated by the amount of two different 61]6- Lecr. 
ments ; it may be estimated by the mere sum of truths 


which he has learned, or it may be estimated by the eae 


science of 


greater development of his faculties, as determined by (yo kinds— 
their greater exercise in the pursuit and contemplation «ον ϑαὶήκο. 
of truth. For, though this may appear a paradox, “* 
these elements are not merely not convertible, but are, 
in fact, very loosely connected with each other; and 
as an individual may possess an ample magazine of 
knowledge, and still be little better than an intellec- 
tual barbarian, so the utility of one science may be 
principally seen in affording a greater number of higher 
and more indisputable truths,—the utility of another 
in determining the faculties to a higher energy, and 
consequently to a higher cultivation. The former of 
these utilities we may call the Objective, as it reeards 
the object matter about which our cognitive faculties 
are occupied ; the other the Subjective, inasmuch as it 
regards our cognitive faculties themselves as the sub- 
ject in which knowledge is inherent. 

I shall not at present enter on the discussion which 
of these utilities is the higher. In the opening Lecture 
of last year, 1 endeavoured to show that all knowledge 
is only for the sake of energy, and that even merely 
speculative truth is valuable only as it determines a 
oreater quantity of higher power into activity. In Phitosopny: 
that lecture, I also endeavoured to show that, on the Hees 
standard of subjective utility, philosophy is of all our 
studies the most useful; inasmuch as more than any 
other it exercises, and consequently develops, to a 
higher degree and in a more varied manner, our no- 
blest faculties. At present, on the contrary, I shall 
confine myself to certain views of the importance of 
philosophy, estimated by the standard of its Objective 


LECT. 
ΤΙ. 


The human 
mind the 
noblest ob- 
ject of spec- 
ulation. 


Sir Thomas 
Browne 
quoted, 


2 4 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


utility. The discussion, I am aware, will be found 
somewhat disproportioned to the age and average 
capacity of my hearers; but, on this occasion, and 
before this audience, I hope to be excused if I venture 
for once on matters which, to be adequately understood, 
require development and illustration from the matured 
intelligence of those to whom they are presented. 

Considered in itself, a knowledge of the human mind, 
whether we regard its speculative or its practical impor- 
tance, 1s confessedly of all studies the highest and the 
most interesting. “On earth,” says an ancient philoso- 
pher, “ there is nothing great but man; in man, there 
is nothing great but mind.”* No other study fills and 
satisfies the soul like the study of itself. No other 
science presents an object to be compared in dignity, in 
absolute or in relative value, to that which human con- 
sciousness furnishes to its own contemplation. What 
is of all things the best ? asked Chilon of the Oracle. 
“'To know thyself,” was the response. This is, in fact, 
the only science in which all are always interested, for, 
while each individual may have his favourite occupa- 
tion, it still remains true of the species that 


“The proper study of mankind is man.”8 


“ Now for my life,” says Sir Thomas Browne, “ it is 
a miracle of thirty years, which to relate were not a 
history, but a piece of poetry, and would sound to 
common ears like a fable. 

“For the world, I count it not an inn, but an hos- 
pital; and a place not to live but to die in. The 


a [Phavorinus, quoted by Joannes B Pope, Essay on Man, ii. 2.—Ep. 
Picus Mirandulanus, Jn Astrologiam, [Cf. Charron, De la Sagesse, liv. i. 
lib. iii. p. 351, Basil. ed.] For notice chap.i. “ Le vray estude de Vhomme 
of Phavorinus, see Vossius, De Hist. est Vhomme.”’ ] 

Grec., lib. ii. c. 10.—Ep. 
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world that I regard is myself; it is the microcosm of 


my own frame that I cast mine eye on: for the other, 
I use it but like my globe, and turn it round some- 
times for my recreation. Men that look upon my out- 
side, perusing only my condition and fortunes, do err 
in my altitude; for I am above Atlas his shoulders. 
The earth is a point not only in respect of the heavens 
above us, but of that heavenly and celestial part within 
us. That mass of flesh that circumscribes me, limits 
not my mind. ‘That surface that tells the heavens it 
hath an end, cannot persuade me 1 have any. I take 
my circle to be above three hundred and sixty. Though 
the number of the ark do measure my body, it compre- 
hendeth not my mind. Whilst I study to find how I 
am a microcosm, or little world, I find myself something 
more than the great. There is surely a piece of divinity 
in us ; something that was before the elements, and 
owes no homage unto the sun. Nature tells me, I am 
the image of God, as well as Scripture. He that un- 
derstands not thus much hath not his introduction or 
first lesson, and is yet to begin the alphabet of man.”* 

But, though mind, considered in itself, be the noblest 
object of speculation which the created universe pre- 
sents to the curiosity of man, it is under a certain re- 
lation that 1 would now attempt to illustrate its uti- 
lity; for mind rises to its highest dignity when viewed 
as the object through which, and through which alone, 
our unassisted reason can ascend to the knowledge of 
a God. The Deity is not an object of immediate con- 
templation ; as existing and in himself, he is beyond 
our reach ; we can know him only mediately through 
his works, and are only warranted in assuming his ex- 
istence as a certain kind of cause necessary to account 


a Browne's Religio Medici, part ii. § 11. Discussions, p. 311.—Ep. 
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for a certain state of things, of whose reality our facul- 
ties are supposed to inform us. The affirmation of a 
God being thus a regressive inference, from the exist- 
ence of a special class of effects to the existence of a 
special character of cause, it is evident, that the whole 
argument hinges on the fact,—Does a state of things 
really exist such as is only possible through the agency 
of a Divine Cause ? For if it can be shown that such a 
state of things does not really exist, then, our inference 
to the kind of cause requisite to account for it, 15 ne- 
cessarily null. 

This being understood, I now proceed to show you 
that the class of phenomena which requires that kind 
of cause we denominate a Deity, is exclusively given 
in the phenomena of mind,—that the phenomena of 
matter, taken by themselves, (you will observe the 
qualification, taken by themselves), so far from war- 
ranting any inference to the existence of a God, would, 
on the contrary, ground even an argument to his 
negation,—that the study of the external world taken 
with, and in subordination to, that of the internal, 
not only loses its atheistic tendency, but, under such 
subservience, may be rendered conducive to the great 
conclusion, from which, if left to itself, it would dis- 
suade us. 

We must first of all then consider what kind of 
cause it is which constitutes a Deity, and what kind 
of effects they are which allow us to infer that a 
Deity must be. 

The notion of a God is not contained in the notion 
of a mere First Cause ; for in the admission of a first 
cause, Atheist and [heist are at one. Neither is this 
notion completed by adding to a first cause the attri- 
bute of Omnipotence, for the atheist who holds mat- 
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ter or necessity to be the original principle of all that τπον. 
is, does not convert his blind force into a God, by τ 
merely affirming it to be all-powerful. It is not until 
the two great attributes of Intelligence and Virtue 
(and be it observed that virtue involves Liberty)—I 
say, it is not until the two attributes of intelligence 
and virtue or holiness, are brought in, that the belief 
in a primary and omnipotent cause becomes the belief 
in a veritable Divinity. But these latter attributes 
are not more essential to the divine nature than are 
the former. For as original and infinite power does 
not of itself constitute a God, neither is a God consti- 
tuted by intelligence and virtue, unless intelligence 
and goodness be themselves conjoimed with this ori- 
ginal and infinite power. Tor even a creator, intelli- 
gent and good and powerful, would be no God, were 
he dependent for his intelligence and goodness and 
power on any higher principle. On this supposition, 
the perfections of the creator are viewed as limited 
and derived. He is himself, therefore, only a depen- 
dency,—only a creature ; and if a God there be, he 
must be sought for in that higher principle, from 
which this subordinate principle derives its attributes. 
Now is this highest principle, (ex hypothesi all-power- 
ful), also intelligent and moral, then it is itself alone 
the veritable Deity ; on the other hand is it, though 
the author of intelligence and goodness in another, 
itself unintelligent,—then is a blind Fate constituted 
the first and universal cause, and atheism is asserted. 

The peculiar attributes which distinguish a Deity conditions 


of the proof 


from the original omnipotence or blind fate of the οἱ the ex. 
atheist, being thus those of intelligence and holiness Ga’ * 
of will,—and the assertion of theism being only the 


assertion that the universe is created by intelligence, 
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and governed not only by physical but by moral laws, 
we have next to consider how we are warranted in 
these two affirmations, 1°, That intelligence stands 
first in the absolute order of existence,—in other words, 
that final preceded efficient causes ; and, 2°, That the 
universe is governed by moral laws. 

The proof of these two propositions is the proof ot 
a God; and it establishes its foundation exclusively 
on the phenomena of mind. I shall endeavour, Gen- 
tlemen, to show you this, in regard to both these 
propositions ; but, before considering how far the phee- 
nomena of mind and of matter do and do not allow 
us to infer the one position or the other, I must 
solicit your attention to the characteristic contrasts 
which these two classes of pheenomena in themselves 
exhibit. 

in the compass of our experience, we distinguish 
two series of facts,—the facts of the external or mate- 
rial world, and the facts of the internal world or world 
of intelligence. These concomitant series of pheno- 
mena are not like streams which merely run parallel 
to each other ; they do not, like the Alpheus and Are- 
thusa, flow on side by side without a commingling 
of their waters. They cross, they combine, they are 
interlaced ; but notwithstanding their intimate con- 
nection, their mutual action and reaction, we are able 
to discriminate them without difficulty, because they 
are marked out by characteristic differences. 

The phenomena of the material world are subjected 
to immutable laws, are produced and reproduced in 
the same invariable succession, and manifest only the 
blind force of a mechanical necessity. 

The phzenomena of man, are, in part, subjected to 
the laws of the external universe. As dependent 
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upon a bodily organisation, as actuated by sensual 
propensities and animal wants, he belongs to matter, 
and in this respect, he is the slave of necessity. But 
what man holds of matter does not make up his per- 
sonality. ‘They are his, not he; man is not an or- 
ganism,—he is an intelligence served by organs.* For 
in man there are tendencies,—there is a law,—which 
continually urge him to prove that he is more power- 
ful than the nature by which he is surrounded and 
penetrated. He is conscious to himself of faculties 
not comprised in the chain of physical necessity, his 
intelligence reveals prescriptive principles of action, 
absolute and universal, in the Law of Duty, and a 
liberty capable of carrying that law into effect, in 
opposition to the solicitations, the impulsions of his 
material nature. From the co-existence of these op- 
posing forces in man there results a ceaseless struggle 
between physical necessity and moral liberty ; in the 
language of Revelation, between the Flesh and the 
Spirit ; and this strugele constitutes at once the dis- 
tinctive character of humanity, and the essential con- 
dition of human development and virtue. 

In the facts of intelligence, we thus become aware 
of an order of existence diametrically in contrast to 
that displayed to us in the facts of the material uni- 
verse. There is made known to us an order of things, 
in which intelligence, by recognising the unconditional 
law of duty and an absolute obligation to fulfil it, 
recognises 105. own possession of a liberty incompatible 
with a dependence upon fate, and of a power capable 
of resisting and conquering the counteraction of our 
animal nature. 


a [“ Mens cujusque, is est quis- Scipionis, c. 8 —after Plato.] Cf. 
que; non ea figura, que digito de- Plato, Alc. Prim., p. 180, and infra, 
monstrari potest.” —Cicero, Somnium pp. 164.— Ep. 
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Lect, ΝΟΥ͂, it is only as man is a free intelligence, a moral 
τ ; : 
—_____ power, that he is created after the image of God, and 
Conscious- J+ 4 wWwWinl = 
Conscious” it is only as a spark of divinity glows as the life of 


dom, andof 6117" life in us, that we can rationally believe in an In- 


a law of 


duty, the  telligent Creator and Moral Governor of the universe. 

of Theology. Hor, let us suppose, that in man intelligence is the 
product of organisation, that our consciousness of 
moral liberty is itself only an illusion, in short, that 
acts of volition are results of the same iron necessity 
which determines the phzenomena of matter ;—on this 
supposition, I say, the foundations of all religion, 
natural and revealed, are subverted.* 

The truth of this will be best seen by applying the 
supposition of the two positions of theism previously 
stated—viz. that the notion of God necessarily sup- 
poses, 1°, That in the absolute order of existence 
intelligence should be first, that is, not itself the pro- 
duct of an unintelligent antecedent ; and, 2°, That 
the universe should be governed not only by physical 
but by moral laws. 

First condi. Now, in regard to the former, how can we attempt 
proof of to prove that the universe is the creation of a free 
τ original intelligence, against the counter-position of 
pore the atheist, that liberty is an illusion, and intelligence, 
or the adaptation of means to ends, only the product 
Analogy be- of a blind fate? As we know nothing of the absolute 
experience order of existence in itself, we can only attempt to 
SE infer its character from that of the particular order 
within the sphere of our experience, and as we can 
affirm naught of intelligence and its conditions, except 
what we may discover from the observation of our 
own minds, it is evident that we can only analogically 


carry out into the order of the universe, the relation 


a See Discussions, Ὁ. 623.—Ep. 
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in which we find intelligence to stand in the order of 
the human constitution. If in man, intelligence be a 
free power,—in so far as its liberty extends, intelligence 
must be independent of necessity and matter; and a 
power independent of matter necessarily implies the 
existence of an immaterial subject,—that is, a spirit. 
If then the origimal independence of intelligence on 
matter in the human constitution, in other words, if 
the spirituality of mind in man, be supposed a datum 
of observation, in this datum is also given both the 
condition and the proof of a God. For we have only to 
infer, what analogy entitles us to do, that intelligence 
holds the same relative supremacy in the universe 
which it holds in us, and the first positive condition 
of a Deity is established, in the establishment of the 
absolute priority of a free creative intelligence. On 
the other hand, let us suppose the result of our study 
of man to be, that intelligence is only a product of 
matter, only a reflex of organisation, such a doctrine 
would not only afford no basis on which to rest any 
argument for a God, but, on the contrary, would posi- 
tively warrant the atheist in denying his existence. 
For if, as the materialist maintains, the only intelli- 
gence of which we have any experience be a conse- 
quent of matter,—on this hypothesis, he not only 
cannot assume this order to be reversed in the rela- 
tions of an intelligence beyond his observation, but, if 
he argue logically, he must positively conclude, that, 
as In man, so in the universe, the phzenomena of in- 
telligence or design are only in their last analysis the 
products of a brute necessity. Psychological mate- 
rialism, if carried out fully and fairly to its conclu- 
sions, thus inevitably results in theological atheism ; 
as it has been well expressed by Dr Henry More, 
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Nullus in microcosmo spiritus, nullus i macrocosmo 
Deus.* I do not of course mean to assert that all 
materialists deny, or actually disbelieve, a God. For, 
in very many cases, this would be at once an un- 
merited compliment to their reasoning, and an un- 
merited reproach to their faith. 

Such is the manifest dependence of our theology on 
our psychology in reference to the first condition of a 
Deity,—the absolute priority of a free intelligence. 
But this is perhaps even more conspicuous in relation 
to the second, that the universe is governed not merely 
by physical but by moral laws, for God is only God in- 
asmuch as he is the Moral Governor of a Moral World. 

Our interest also in its establishment 15 Incompar- 
ably greater, for while a proof that the universe is the 
work of an omnipotent intelligence, gratifies only our 
speculative curiosity,—a proof that there is a holy 
legislator by whom goodness and felicity will be ulti- 
mately brought into accordance, is necessary to satisfy 
both our intellect and our heart. A God is, indeed, 
to us only of practical interest, inasmuch as he is the 
condition of our immortality. 

Now, it is self-evident, in the first place, that, if 
there be no moral world, there can be no moral gover- 
nor of such a world ; and,in the second, that we have, 
and can have, no ground on which to believe in the 
reality of a moral world, except in so far as we our- 
selves are moral agents. This being undeniable, it 
is further evident, that, should we ever be convinced 
that we are not moral agents, we should likewise be 
convinced that there exists no moral order in the uni- 
verse, and no supreme intelligence by which that moral 
order is established, sustained, and regulated. 


a Cf. Antidotus adversus Atheis- vol. ii. p. 148, Londini, 1679); and the 
mum, lib. iii. 6. 16, (Opera Omnia, Author’s Discussions, p. 788.—Ep, 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 33 


Theology is thus again wholly dependent on Psy- ec. 
chology ; for, with the proof of the moral nature of Sica 
man, stands or falls the proof of the existence of a 
Deity. 

But in what does the character of man as a moral wherein 
agent consist ? Man is a moral agent only as he is sett of 
accountable for his actions,—in other words, as he is sits. 
the object of praise or blame; and this he is, only 
inasmuch as he has prescribed to him a rule of duty, 
and as he is able to act, or not to act, in conformity 
with its precepts. The possibility of morality thus 
depends on the possibility of liberty ; for if man be 
not a free agent, he is not the author of his actions, 
and has, therefore, no responsibility,—no moral per- 
sonality at all. 

Now the study of Philosophy, or mental science, Philosophy 

operates in 


operates in three ways to establish that assurance of three ways, 


human liberty, which is necessary for a rational belief ee 
in our own moral nature, in a moral world, and in Binnie 
moral ruler of that world. In the first place, an νὼ 
attentive consideration of the phenomena of mind is 
requisite in order to a luminous and distinct apprehen- 

sion of liberty as a fact or datum of intelligence. For 
though, without philosophy, a natural conviction of 

free agency lives and works in the recesses of every 
human mind, it requires a process of philosophical 
thought to bring this conviction to clear consciousness 

and scientific certainty. In the second place, a pro- 
found philosophy is necessary to obviate the difficul- 

ties which meet us when we attempt to explain the 
possibility of this fact, and to prove that the datum 

of liberty is not a mere illusion. For though an 
unconquerable feeling compels us to recognise our- 
selves as accountable, and therefore free, agents, still, 
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when we attempt to realise in thought how the fact 
of our liberty can be, we soon find that this altogether 
transcends our understanding, and that every effort 
to bring the fact of liberty within the compass of our 
conceptions, only results in the substitution in its 
place of some more or less disguised form of necessity. 
For,—if I may be allowed to use expressions which 
many of you cannot be supposed at present to under- 
stand,—we are only able to conceive a thing, inas- 
much as we conceive it under conditions ; while the 
possibility of a free act supposes it to be an act which 
is not conditioned or determined. The tendency of 
a superficial philosophy is, therefore, to deny the fact 
of liberty, on the principle that what cannot be con- 
ceived is impossible. A deeper and more comprehen- 
sive study of the facts of mind, overturns this con- 
clusion, and disproves its foundation. It shows that, 
—so far from the principle being true, that what is 
inconceivable is impossible,—on the contrary, all that 
is conceivable is a mean between two contradictory 
extremes, both of which are inconceivable, but of which, 
as mutually repugnant, the one or the other must 
be true. Thus philosophy, in demonstrating that the 
limits of thought are not to be assumed as the limits 
of possibility, while it admits the weakness of our dis- 
cursive intellect, re-establishes the authority of con- 
sciousness, and vindicates the veracity of our primitive 
convictions. It proves to us, from the very laws of 
mind, that while we can never understand how any 
original datum of intelligence is possible, we have no 
reason from this inability to doubt that it is true. A 
learned ignorance is thus the end of philosophy, as it 
is the beginning of theology.* 
a See Discussions, p. 634.—Ep. 
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In the third place, the study of mind is necessary LECT, 
to counterbalance and correct the influence of the 
study of matter; and this utility of Metaphysics 
rises in proportion to the progress of the natural 
sciences, and to the greater attention which they 
eneross. 


An exclusive devotion to physical pursuits, exerts Twofold 
an evil influence in two ways. In the first place, i exclusive 
diverts from all notice of the phenomena of moral cae 
liberty, which are revealed to us in the recesses of the 
human mind alone; and it disqualifies from appre- 
ciating the import of these phenomena, even if pre- 
sented, by leaving uncultivated the finer power of 
psychological reflection, in the exclusive exercise of 
the faculties employed in the easier and more amus- 
ing observation of the external world. In the second 
place, by exhibiting merely the phenomena of matter 
and extension, it habituates us only to the contempla- 
tion of an order in which everything is determined 
by the laws of a blind or mechanical necessity. Now, 
what is the inevitable tendency of this one-sided and 
exclusive study? That the student becomes a mate- 
rialist, if he speculate at all. For, in the first place, he 
is familiar with the obtrusive facts of necessity, and is 
unaccustomed to develop into consciousness the more 
recondite facts of liberty: he is, therefore, disposed to 
disbelieve in the existence of phenomena whose reality 
he may deny, and whose possibility he cannot under- 
stand. At the same time, the love of unity, and the 
philosophical presumption against the multiplication 
of essences, determine him to reject the assumption of 
a second, and that an hypothetical, substance,—ignor- Physical. 
ant as he is of the reasons by which that assumption infancy not 


materialis- 


is legitimated. In the infancy of science, this ten- ing. 
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dency of physical study was not experienced. When 
men first turned their attention on the phenomena 
of nature, every event was viewed as a miracle, for 
every effect was considered as the operation of an in- 
telligence. God was not exiled from the universe of 
matter; on the contrary, he was multiplied in propor- 
tion to its phenomena. As science advanced, the 
deities were gradually driven out; and long after the 
sublunary world had been disenchanted, they were 
left for a season in possession of the starry heavens. 
The movement of the celestial bodies, in which Kepler 
still saw the agency of a free intelligence, was at 
length by Newton resolved into a few mechanical 
principles: and at last even the irregularities which 
Newton was compelled to leave for the miraculous 
correction of the Deity, have been proved to require 
no supernatural interposition ; for La Place has shown 
that all contingencies, past and future, in the heavens, 
find their explanation in the one fundamental law of 
gravitation. 

But the very contemplation of an order and adap- 
tation so astonishing, joined to the knowledge that 
this order and adaptation are the necessary results of 
a brute mechanism,—when acting upon minds which 
have not looked into themselves for the ight of which 
the world without can only afford them the reflec- 
tion,—far from elevating them more than any other 
aspect of external creation to that inscrutable Being 
who reigns beyond and above the universe of nature, 
tends, on the contrary, to impress on them, with pecu- 
liar force, the conviction, that as the mechanism of 
nature can explain so much, the mechanism of nature 
ean explain all. 
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“ Wonder,” says Aristotle, “is the first cause of Lect. 
philosophy : ”* put in the discovery that all existence aa 
is but mechanism, the consummation of science would ne 
be an extinction of the very interest from which it hleoehie 
originally sprang. “ Even the gorgeous majesty of ΠΣ 
the heavens,” says a great religious philosopher, “the ~ S 
object of a kneeling adoration to an infant world, sub- 
dues no more the mind of him who comprehends the 
one mechanical law by which the planetary systems 
move, maintain their motion, and even originally form 
themselves. He no longer wonders at the object, in- 
finite as it always is, but at the human intellect alone 
which in a Copernicus, Kepler, Gassendi, Newton, and 
La Place, was able to transcend the object, by science 
to terminate the miracle, to reave the heaven of its 
divinities, and to exorcise the universe. But even 
this, the only admiration of which our intelligent 
faculties are now capable, would vanish, were a future 
Hartley, Darwin, Condillac, or Bonnet, to succeed in 
displaying to us a mechanical system of the human 
mind, as comprehensive, intelligible, and satisfactory 
as the Newtonian mechanism of the heavens.” ° 

To this testimony I may add that, should Physio- 
logy ever succeed in reducing the facts of intelligence 
to Phzenomena of matter, Philosophy would be sub- 
verted in the subversion of its three great objects,— 

God, Free-Will, and Immortality. True wisdom 
would then consist, not in speculation, but in repress- 
ing thought during our brief transit from nothingness 
to nothingness. For why? Philosophy would have 
become a meditation, not merely of death but of an- 


a Metaph., i. 2,9. Compare Plato, B Jacobi, Werke, vol. 11, p. 52-54. 
Thecetctus, p. 155,—Eb. Quoted in Discussions, p. 312.— Ep. 
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tect. nihilation ; the precept, Anow thyself, would have been 
Pee. replaced by the terrific oracle to Gidipus— 


“ May’st thou ne'er know the truth of what thou art ;” 


and the final recompense of our scientific curiosity 
would be wailing, deeper than Cassandra’s, for the 
ignorance that saved us from despair. 
Coincidence The views which I have now taken of the respective 
ο 16 VIEWS « 


here given INfiuence of the sciences of mind and of matter in 


with those 


of previous elation to our religious belief, are those which have 

cee, abeen deliberately adopted by the profoundest thinkers, 
ancient and modern. Were I to quote to you the 
testimonies that crowd on my recollection to the 
effect that ignorance of Self is ignorance of God, I 
should make no end, for this is a truth proclaimed 
by Jew and Gentile, Christian and Mahommedan.* I 
shall content myself with adducing three passages 
from three philosophers, which I select, both as articu- 
lately confirming all that I have now advanced, and 
because there are not, in the whole history of specula- 
tion, three authorities on the point in question more 
entitled to respect. 

Plato. The first quotation is from Plato, and it corrobo- 
rates the doctrine I have maintained in regard to the 
conditions of a God, and of our knowledge of his 
existence. “'The cause,” he says, “ of all impiety and 
irreligion among men is, that reversing in themselves 
the relative subordination of mind and body, they 
have, in like manner, in the universe, made that to be 
first which is second, and that to be second which is 
first ; for while, in the generation of all things, intelli- 
gence and final causes precede matter and efficient 
causes, they, on the contrary, have viewed matter and 


Spied 


a On Self-Knowledge, as the condi- pp. 787,788, and the authorities there 
tion of knowing God, see Discussions, cited.—Ep. 
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material things as absolutely prior, in the order of LECT. 
existence, to intelligence and design; and thus depart- 
ing from an original error in relation to themselves, 
they have ended in the subversion of the Godhead.” * 
The second quotation is from Kant ; it finely illus- Kant. 

trates the influences of material and mental studies by 
contrasting them in reference to the very noblest object 
of either, and the passage is worthy of your attention, 
not only for the soundness of its doctrine, but for the 
natural and unsought-for sublimity of its expression. 
“Two things there are, which, the oftener and the 
more steadfastly we consider, fill the mind with an 
ever new, an ever rising admiration and reverence ;— 
the STARRY HEAVEN above, the MORAL LAW within. Of 
neither am I compelled to seek out the reality, as 
veiled in darkness, or only to conjecture the possibility, 
as beyond the hemisphere of my knowledge. Both I 
contemplate lying clear before me, and connect both 
immediately with my consciousness of existence. The 
one departs from the place I occupy in the outer world 
of sense ; expands, beyond the bounds of imagination, 
this connection of my body with worlds rising beyond 
worlds, and systems blending into systems ; and pro- 
tends it also into the illimitable times of their periodic 
movement—to its commencement and perpetuity. 
The other departs from my invisible self, from my per- 
sonality ; and represents me in a world, truly infinite 
indeed, but whose infinity can be tracked out only by 
the intellect, with which also my connection, unlike 
the fortuitous relation I stand in to all worlds of sense, 
I am compelled to recognise as universal and neces- 


a De Legibus, lib. x. pp. 888, 889. sect. iv. (p. 435 et seq. of vol. iii. Lond. 
Quoted in Discussions, Ὁ. 312. Com- ed.1845),and Lternal and Immut. Mor- 
pare Cudworth, Zntell. System, c. vy. ality, book iv. ὁ. vi. § 6, seg.—Eb. 
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40 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


sary. In the former, the first view of a countless mul- 
titude of worlds annihilates, as it were, my import- 
ance as an animal product, which, after a brief and 
that incomprehensible endowment with the powers 
of life, is compelled to refund its constituent mat- 
ter to the planet—itself an atom in the universe—on 
which it grew. The other, on the contrary, elevates 
my worth as an intelligence even without limit ; and 
this through my personality, in which the moral law 
reveals a faculty of life independent of my animal 
nature, nay, of the whole material world :—at least if 
it be permitted to infer as much from the regulation 
of my being, which a conformity with that law exacts ; 
proposing, as it does, my moral worth for the absolute 
end of my activity, conceding no compromise of its 
imperative to a necessitation of nature, and spurning, 
in its infinity, the conditions and boundaries of my 
present transitory life.” “ 

The third quotation is from the pious and profound 
Jacobi, and it states the truth boldly and without 
disguise in regard to the relation of Physics and 
Metaphysics to Religion. “But is it unreasonable to 
confess, that we believe in God, not by reason of the 
nature ® which conceals him, but by reason of the 
supernatural in man, which alone reveals and proves 
him to exist 4 

“Nature conceals God: for through her whole 
domain Nature reveals only fate, only an indissoluble 
chain of mere efficient causes without beginning and 
without end, excluding, with equal necessity, both 


a Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, of Greek or Latin derivation, are, in 
Beschluss. Quoted in Discussions, p. general, expressive of the world of 
310.—Ep. Matter, in contrast to the world of In- 

B[In the philosophy of Germany,  telligence.]—Oral Interpolation, sup- 
Natur, and its correlatives, whether plied from Reid’s Works, p. 216.—Ep. 
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providence and chance. An independent agency, a LECT. 
free original commencement within her sphere and τε 
proceeding from her powers, is absolutely impossible. 
Working without will, she takes counsel neither of the 
good nor of the beautiful ; creating nothing, she casts 

up from her dark abyss only eternal transformations 

of herself, unconsciously and without an end; further- 

ing with the same ceaseless industry decline and in- 
crease, death and life-—never producing what alone 

is of God and what supposes liberty,—the virtuous, 

the immortal. 

“Man reveals God; for Man by his intelligence 
rises above nature, and in virtue of this intelligence is 
conscious of himself as a power not only independent 
of, but opposed to, nature, and capable of resisting, 
conquering, and controlling her. As man has a living 
faith in this power, superior to nature, which dwells 
in him ; so has he a belief in God, a feeling, an expe- 
rience of his existence. As he does not believe in 
this power, so does he not believe in God ; he sees, 
he experiences naught in existence but nature,—ne- 
cessity,—fate.”* 

Such is the comparative importance of the sciences Thee uses 


of mind and of matter in relation to the interests of logy not 


religion. But it may be said, how great soever be the fe 
value of philosophy in this respect, were man left to beeen 
rise to the divinity by the unaided exercise of his 
faculties, this value 15 superseded under the Christian 
dispensation, the Gospel now assuring us of all and 
more than all philosophy could ever warrant us in 
surmising. It is true, indeed, that in Revelation there 
is contained a great complement of truths of which 


natural reason could afford us no knowledge or assur- 


a Von den Géitlichen Dingen. Werke, iii. p. 424-6.—Eb. 
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ance, but still the importance of mental science to 
theology has not become superfluous in Christianity ; 
for whereas anterior to Revelation, religion rises out 
of psychology as a result, subsequently to revelation, 
it supposes a genuine philosophy of mind as the con- 
dition of its truth. This is at once manifest. Reve- 
lation is a revelation to man and concerning man ; 
and man is only the object of revelation, inasmuch 
as’he is a moral, a free, a responsible being. The 
Scriptures are replete with testimonies to our natural 
liberty ; and it is the doctrine of every Christian 
church that man was originally created with a will 
capable equally of good as of evil, though this will, 
subsequently to the fall, has lost much of its primitive 
liberty. Christianity thus, by universal confession, 
supposes as a condition the moral nature of its object; 
and if some individual theologians be found who have 
denied to man a higher liberty than a machine, this is 
only another example of the truth, that there is no 
opinion which has been unable to find not only its 
champions but its martyrs. The differences which 
divide the Christian churches on this question, regard 
only the liberty of man in certain particular relations, 
for fatalism, or a negation of human responsibility in 
general, is equally hostile to the tenets of the Calvinist 
and Arminian. 

In these circumstances it is evident, that he who 
disbelieves the moral agency of man must, in consist- 
ency with that opinion, disbelieve Christianity. And 
therefore inasmuch as Philosophy,—the Philosophy of 
Mind,—scientifically establishes the proof of human 
liberty, philosophy, in this, as in many other relations 
not now to be considered, is the true preparative and 
best aid of an enlightened Christian Theology. 
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LECTURE III. 
THE NATURE AND COMPREHENSION OF PHILOSOPHY. 


I HAVE been in the custom of delivering sometimes Lect. 
together, more frequently in alternate years, two sys- 
tematic courses of lectures,—the one on PsycHoLoey, 
that is, the science which is conversant about the phe- 
nomena of mind in general,—the other on Loetc, that 
is, the science of the laws regulating the manifestation 
and legitimacy of the highest faculty of Cognition,— 
Thought, strictly so denominated —the faculty of 
Relations,—the Understanding proper. As first, or 
initiative, courses of philosophy,—each has its peculiar 
advantages ; and I know not, in truth, which I should 
recommend a student to commence with. What, 
however, I find it expedient to premise to each is an 
Introduction, i which the nature and general rela- 
tions of philosophy are explained, and a summary 
view taken of the faculties, (particularly the Cognitive 
faculties), of mind. 

In the ensuing course, we shall be occupied with 
the General Philosophy of Mind. 

You are, then, about to commence a course of philo- What Phi- 
sophical discipline,—for Psychology is pre-eminently ia 
a philosophical science. It is therefore proper, before 
proceeding to a consideration of the special objects of 
our course, that you should obtain at least a general 
notion of what philosophy is. But in affording you this 


LECT. 
Ill. 
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information, it is evident that there lie considerable 
difficulties in the way. For the definition and the 
divisions of philosophy are the results of a lofty gene- 
ralisation from particulars, of which particulars you 
are, or must be presumed to be, still ignorant. You 
cannot, therefore, it is manifest, be made adequately 
to comprehend, in the commencement of your philo- 
sophical studies, notions which these studies them- 
selves are intended to enable you to understand. 
But although you cannot at once obtain a full know- 
ledge of the nature of philosophy, it is desirable that _ 
you should be enabled to form at least some vague 
conception of the road you are about to travel, and 
of the point to which it will conduct you. I must, 
therefore, beg that you will, for the present, hypo- 
thetically believe,—believe upon authority,—what you 
may not now adequately understand ; but this only 
to the end that you may not hereafter be under the 
necessity of taking any conclusion upon trust. Nor 
is this temporary exaction of credit peculiar to philo- 
sophical education. In the order of nature, belief 
always precedes knowledge,—it is the condition of 
instruction. The child (as observed by Aristotle) 
must believe, in order that he may learn;* and even 
the primary facts of intelligence,—the facts which 
precede, as they afford the conditions of, all know- 
ledge,—would not be original were they revealed to us 
under any other form than that of natural or necessary 
beliefs. Without further preamble, therefore, I shall 
now endeavour to afford you some general notion of 
what philosophy 15." 

In doing this, there are two questions to be an- 


a Soph. Elench., ο. 2.—Eb. inter Antiquos, see Brandis, Geschichte 
8 On comprehension of Philosophy der Philosophie, &c., vol. i. § 6, p. 7, seq. 
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swered :—Ist, What is the meaning of the name ? 
and, 2d, What is the meaning of the ΤΣ ? An an- 
swer to the former question is afforded in a nominal 
definition of the term philosophy, and in a history of 
its employment and application. 

In regard to the etymological signification of the 
word, you are of course aware that Philosophy is a 
term of Greek origin—that it is a compound of φίλος, 
a lover or friend, and σοφία,“ wisdom—speculative 
wisdom. Philosophy is thus, literally, ὦ love of wis- 
dom. But if the grammatical meaning of the word 
be unambiguous, the history of its application is, I 
think, involved in considerable doubt. According to 
the commonly received account, the designation of 
philosopher (over or suitor of wisdom) was first 
assumed and applied by Pythagoras; whilst of the 
occasion and circumstances of its assumption, we 
have a story by Cicero,’ on the authority of Heraclides 
Ponticus ;7 and by Diogenes Laertius, in one place,? 
on the authority of Heraclides, and in another,° on 
that of Sosicrates,—although it be doubtful whether 
the word Sosicrates be not im the second passage a 
corrupted lection for Heraclides ;‘ in which case the 
ἔστι βουλεύσασθαι. 


a Σοφία in Greek, though some- From the long 


times used in a wide sense, like the 
term wise applied to skill in handi- 
craft, yet properly denoted specula- 
tive, not practical wisdom or pru- 
dence. See Aristotle, Hth. Nic., lib. 
vi. 6. 7, with the commentary of 
Eustratius. [Aw Avataydpay, καὶ Θαλῆν 
καὶ τοὺς τοιούτους, σοφοὺς μέν, φρονίμους 
δ᾽ οὔ φασιν εἶναι, ὅταν ἴδωσιν ἀγνοοῦντας 
τὰ συμφέρονθ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς: καὶ περιττὰ μὲν, 
καὶ θαυμαστὰ, καὶ χαλεπὰ, και δαιμόνια 
εἰδέναι αὐτούς φασιν, ἀχρηστὰ δ᾽, ὅτι οὐ 
τὰ ἀνθρώπινα ἀγαθὰ (ζητοῦσιν. ἫἪ δὲ 
φρόνησις περὶ τὰ ἀνθρώπινα, καὶ περὶ ὧν 


commentary of Eustratius, the follow- 
ing extract will be sufficient : ᾿Αλλὰ τὸ 
τέλος τοῦ σοφοῦ, ἡ θεωρία τῆς ἀληθείας 
ἐστὶ, καὶ ἣ τοῦ ὄντος κατάληψις οὐχὶ 
δέ τι πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν. Πρακτὸν γάρ 
ἐστὶν ἀγαθὸν τὸ διὰ πράξεως κατορθού- 
μενον, θεωρία δὲ πράξεως Erépa.—En. 

B Tuse. Quest., lib. v. ο. 3. 

y Heraclides Ponticus — scholar 
both of Plato and of Aristotle. 

δι lii bya 2 

ε Lib. viii. 8. 

¢ See Menage, 
Laertius, viii. 8. 
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tect. whole probability of the story will depend upon the 

“trustworthiness of Heraclides alone, for the compara- 

tively recent testimony of Iamblichus, in his Life of 

Pythagoras, must go for nothing. ΑΒ told by Cicero, 

The inter- it is as follows :—Pythagoras, once upon a time (says 

Pythayoras the Roman orator), having come to Phlius, a city of 

en Peloponnesus, displayed in a conversation which he 

had with Leon, who then governed that city, a range 

of knowledge so extensive, that the prince, admiring 

his eloquence and ability, inquired to what art he had 

principally devoted himself. Pythagoras answered, 

that he professed no art, and was simply a philosopher. 

Leon, struck by the novelty of the name, again in- 

quired who were the philosophers, and in what they 

differed from other men. Pythagoras replied, that 

human life seemed to resemble the great fair, held on 

occasion of those solemn games which all Greece met 

to celebrate. For some, exercised in athletic contests, 

resorted thither in quest of glory and the crown of 

victory ; while a greater number flocked to them in 

order to buy and sell, attracted by the love of gain. 

There were a few, however,—and they were those dis- 

tinguished by their liberality and intelligence,—who 

came from no motive of glory or of gain, but simply 

to look about them, and to take note of what was 

done, and in what manner. So likewise, continued 

Pythagoras, we men all make our entrance into this 

life on our departure from another. Some are here 

occupied in the pursuit of honours, others in the search 

of riches; a few there are who, indifferent to all else, 

devote themselves to an inquiry into the nature of 

things. These, then, are they whom I call students of 
wisdom, for such is meant by philosopher. 

Pythagoras was a native of Samos, and flourished 
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about 560 years before the advent of Christ,*—about Lect. 
130 years before the birth of Plato. Heraclides and a 
Sosicrates, the two vouchers of this story,—-if Sosicrates Res's o> 
be indeed a voucher,—lived long subsequently to the ry. 
age of Pythagoras; and the former is, moreover, 
confessed to have been an egregious fabulist. From 

the principal circumstances of his life, mentioned by 
Laertius after older authors, and from the fragments 

we possess of the works of Heraclides,—in short, from 

all opinions, ancient and modern, we learn that he 

was at once credulous and deceitful,—a dupe and an 
impostor.? The anecdote, therefore, rests on very slen- 

der authority. It is probable, I think, that Socrates Socrates 
was the first who adopted, or, at least, the first who Fhe Sine to 
familiarised, the expression.’ It was natural that πῶ 
he should be anxious to contradistinguish himself 

from the Sophists, (ot σοφοὶ, ot σοφισταὶ, sophiste), 
literally, the wise men;° and no term could more 
appropriately ridicule the arrogance of these pre- 
tenders, or afford a happier contrast to their haughty 
designation, than that of philosopher (7. 6. the dover 

of wisdom) ; and, at the same time, it 15 certain that 


the substantives φιλοσφία and φιλόσοφος, first ap- 


a The exact dates of the birth and 
death of Pythagoras are uncertain. 
Nearly all authorities, however, are 
agreed that he “ flourished” B.c. 540- 
510, in the times of Polycrates and 
Tarquinius Superbus (Clinton, /. Z., 
510). His birth is usually placed in 
the 49th Olympiad (B.c. 584). See 
Brandis, Gesch. der Phil., vol. i. p. 422. 
Zeller, Phil. der Griechen., vol. 1. p. 
217, 2d ed.—Ep. 

8B Compare Meiners, Geschichte der 
Wissenschaften in Griechenland und 
Rom, vol. i. p. 118 ; and Krug, Lewi- 
kon, vol. 111. p. 211.—Eb. 


y There is, however, the ἰητρὸς 
φιλόσοφος ἰσόθεος of Hippocrates. But 
this occurs in one of the Hippocratic 
writings which is manifestly spurious, 
and of date subsequent to the father 
of medicine. Hippocrates was an 
early contemporary of Socrates. [The 
expression occurs in the Περὶ Εὐσχη- 
pootyns, Opera—Quarta Classis, p. 41, 
ed. Venice, 1588.—Ep.] 

5 Perhaps rather, ‘“‘the Professors of 
Wisdom.” See an able paper by Mr 
Cope in the Journal of Classical and 
Sacred Philology, vol. 1. p. 182.— 
Ep. 


LECT. 
ΤΠ. 


Φιλοσοφεῖν 
found in 
Herodotus. 


Philosophy 
—the thing 
—its defini- 
tions, 


48 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


pear in the writings of the Socratic school.* It is 
true, indeed, that the verb φιλοσοφεῖν is found in 
Herodotus, in the address by Croesus to Solon ;? and 
that too in a participal form, to designate the latter 
as a man who had travelled abroad for the purpose of 
acquiring knowledge, (ws φιλοσοφέων γῆν πολλὴν θεω- 
ρίης εἵνεκεν ἐπελήλυθας). It is, therefore, not impos- 
sible that, before the time of Socrates, those who de- 
voted themselves to the pursuit of the higher branches 
of knowledge, were occasionally designated philoso- 
phers: but it is far more probable that Socrates and 
his school first appropriated the term as a distinctive 
appellation ; and that the word philosophy, in conse- 
quence of this appropriation, came to be employed for 
the complement of all higher knowledge, and, more 
especially, to denote the science conversant about the 
principles or causes of existence. The term philosophy, 
I may notice, which was originally assumed in mo- 
desty, soon lost its Socratic and etymological signi- 
fication, and returned to the meaning of σοφία, or 
wisdom. Quintillian’ calls it nomen insolentissimum ; 
Seneca,® nomen invidiosum ; Epictetus “ counsels his 
scholars not to call themselves “ Philosophers ;” and 
proud is one of the most ordinary epithets with which 
philosophy is now associated. Thus Campbell, in his 


Address to the Rainbow, says : 
“T ask not proud philosophy 
To tell me what thou art.” 


So much for the name signifying ; we proceed now 
to the thing signified. Were I to detail to you the 


a See especially Plato, Phadrus, Symposium, p.204,as μεταξὺ σοφοῦ καὶ 
p- 278—Td μὲν σοφόν, ὦ Φαῖδρε, καλεῖν apuabovs.—Ep. 
ἔμοιγε μέγα εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ θεῷ μόνῳ B Lib. i. 80. 
πρέπειν" τὸ δὲ ἢ φιλόσοφον ἢ τοιοῦτόν Ύ Inst. Orat., Procem. 
τι μᾶλλόν τε ἄν αὐτῷ ἁρμόττοι Kal ἐμ- 5 Epist., v. 
μελεστέρως ἔχοι. Compare also the e Ench., c. 68, ed. Wolf; 46, ed. 
description of the philosopher in the Schweigh. 
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various definitions “ of philosophy which philosophers 
have promulgated—far more, were I to explain the 
grounds on which the author of each maintains the 
exclusive adequacy of his peculiar definition—I should, 
in the present stage of your progress, only perplex 
and confuse you. Philosophy, for example,—and I 
select only a few specimens of the more illustrious de- 
finitions,—philosophy has been defined :—The science 
of things divine and human, and of the causes in 
which they are contained ; ?—The science of effects by 
their causes ;’—The science of sufficient reasons ; >— 
The science of things possible, inasmuch as they are 
possible ; “—The science of things, evidently deduced 
from first principles ; ‘—The science of truths, sensible 
and abstract ;”—The application of reason to its legi- 
timate objects ;’—The science of the relations of all 
knowledge to the necessary ends of human reason ; ‘— 


a Vide Gassendi, i. p. 1, seg. ; Den- 
zinger, Instit. Log.,i.p. 40; Scheidler’s 
Encyclop., pp. 56, 75 ; Weiss, Log., p. 
8; Scheiblerus, Op. Log., i. p. 1, seq. 

B Cicero, De Offictis, ii. 2. ‘‘ Nec 
quidquam aliud est philosophia, si 
interpretari velis, quam studium sa- 
pientia. Sapientia autem est, (ut a 
veteribus philosophis definitum est), 
rerum divinarum et humanarum, cau- 
sarumque quibus he res continentur, 
scientia.” Cf. Tusc. Queest., iv. 26, v. 3. 
De Fin. ii. 12; Seneca, Lpist. 89; 
Pseudo- Plutarch, De Plac. Philos., 
Procem. : of μὲν οὖν Stwikol ἔφασαν τὴν 
μὲν σοφίαν εἶναι θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπί- 
νων ἐπιστήμην: τὴν δὲ φιλοσοφίαν, ἄσκη- 
σιν τέχνης ἐπιτηδείου. Cf. Plato, Phw- 
drus, p. 259; Rep., vi. p. 486.—Ep. 

y Hobbes, Computatio sive Logica, 
ce. 1: “ Philosophia est effectuum sive 
Phenomenwn ex conceptis eorum 
causis seu generationibus, et rursus 
generationum qu esse possunt, ex 
cognitis effectibus per rectam ratio- 


VOL.. I. 


cinationem acquisita cognitio.” Cf. 
Arist. Metaph., i. 1: τὴν ὀνομαζομένην 
σοφίαν περὶ τὰ πρῶτα αἴτια καὶ τὰς ap- 
χὰς ὑπολαμβάνουσι πάντες“.--- Ὁ. 

δ Leibnitz, quoted by Mazure, 
Cours de Philosophie, tom. 1. p. 2; 
see also Wenzel, Hlementa Philosophic, 
tom. i. § 7. Cf. Leibnitz, Lettres 
entre Leibnitz et Clarke,—Opera, p. 
778, (ed. Erd.) —Ep. 

e Wolf, Philosophia Rationalis, § 29. 
—ED. 

¢ Descartes, Principia, Epistola Au- 
thoris. Cf. Wolf, Phil. Rat., § 33.—Ep. 

ἢ Condillac, Z’Art de Raisonner, 
Cours, tom. iii. p. 8, (ed. 1780). Cf. 
Clemens Alex., Strom., viii. 8, p. 782. 
ἡ δὲ τῶν φιλοσόφων πραγματεία περί 
τε τὰ νοήματα καὶ τὰ ὑποκείμενα κατα- 
γίνεται.----Τῦ}. 

θ Compare Tennemann, Geschichte 
der Philosophie, Winleitung, § 13.—Eb. 

t Kant, Kritik der remen Vernunft 
Methodenlehre, c. 3; Krug, Philoso- 
phisches Lexikon, iii, p. 213.—Ep. 
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The science of the original form of the ego or mental 
self ;“—The science of science ;?—The science of the 
absolute ;’—The science of the absolute indifference 
of the ideal and real®—or, The identity of identity 
and non-identity, &c. ἄο All such definitions are 
(if not positively erroneous), either so vague that they 
afford no precise knowledge of their object ; or they 
are so partial, that they exclude what they ought to 
comprehend ; or they are of such a nature that they 
supply no preliminary information, and are only to be 
understood, (if ever), after a knowledge has been ac- 
quired of that which they profess to explain. [ is, 
indeed, perhaps impossible, adequately to define philo- 
sophy. For what is to be defined comprises what 
cannot be included in a single definition. For philo- 
sophy is not regarded from a single point of view,— 
it 15 sometimes considered as theoretical,—that is, in 
relation to man as a thinking and cognitive intelli- 
gence ; sometimes as practical,—that is, in relation to 
man as a moral agent ;—and sometimes, as compre- 
hending both theory and practice. Again, philosophy 
may either be regarded objectively,—that is, as a com- 
plement of truths known ; or subjectively,—that is, as 
a habit or quality of the mind knowing. In these cir- 
cumstances, I shall not attempt a definition of philo- 
sophy, but shall endeavour to accomplish the end which 
every definition proposes,—make you understand, as 
precisely as the unprecise nature of the object-matter 


a Krug, Philosophisches Lexikon, y Schelling, Vom Ich als Princip 


lii. p. 213. The definition is substan- 
tially Fichte’s. See his Grundlage 
der Gesammten Wissenschaftslehre, 
(Werke, i. p. 283); and his Zweite 
EHinleitung in die Wissenschaftslehre, 
(Werke, i. p. 515.)—Ep. 

B Fichte, Uber den Begriff der Wis- 
senschaftslehre, § 1 (Werke, i. 45). —Eb. 


der Philosophie, §§ 6,9; Krug, Leai- 
kon, iii. p. 218. —Ep. 

5 Schelling, Bruno, p. 205 (2d ed.) 
Cf. Philosophie der Natur, Einleitung, 
p. 64, and Zusatz sur Einleitung, p. 
65-88 (2d. ed.)—Ep. 

e Hegel, Logik, (Werke, iii. p. 64.)— 
ED. 
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permits, what is meant by philosophy, and what are the Lxcr. 
sciences it properly comprehends within its sphere. 
As a matter of history I may here, however, paren- ine 
thetically mention, that in Greek antiquity there were antiquity. 
in all six definitions of philosophy which obtained 
celebrity. On these collectively there are extant vari- 
ous treatises. Among the commentators of Aristotle, 
that of Ammonius Hermice® is the oldest ; and the 
fullest is one by an anonymous author, lately published 
by Dr Cramer in the fourth volume of his Anecdota 
Greca Parisiensia£ Of the six, the first and second 
define philosophy from its object-matter,—that which 
it is about ; the third and fourth, from its end,—that 
for the sake of which it is; the fifth, from its relative 
pre-eminence ; and the sixth, from its etymology. 
The first of these definitions of philosophy is,—‘ the 
knowledge of things existent, as existent,” (γνῶσις 
TOV ὄντων ἢ OVTA).” 
The second is— 
and human,” 
των) ὃ 


“the knowledge of things divine 
(γνῶσις θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγμά- 
These are both from the object-matter ; and 
both were referred to Pythagoras. 

The third and fourth, the two definitions of philo- 
sophy from its end, are, again, both taken from Plato. 
Of these the third is,—* philosophy is a meditation of 


death,” (μελέτη θανάτου) ;* the fourth— philosophy 


a Ammonti in quinque voces Por- Tzetzes, Chiliads, x. 600.—Ep. 


phyrii Commentarius, Ὁ. 1 (ed. Ald.) 
Given in part by Brandis, Scholia in 
Aristotelem, p. 9.—ED. 

B P. 389. Extracted also in part 
by Brandis, Scholia in Aristotelem, p. 
6. This commentary is conjectured 
by Val. Rose (De Aristotelis Librorum 
Ordine et Auctoritate, p. 243) to be 
the work of Olympiodorus. The defi- 
nitions quoted in the text are given by 


vy Cf. Arist. Metaph., 111. 1.—Ep, 

5 See ante, p. 49, note B.— ED. 

e Phiedo, p. 80: τοῦτο δὲ οὐδὲν ἄλλο 
ἐστὶν ἢ ὀρθῶς φιλοσοφοῦσα καὶ τῷ ὄντι 
τεθνάναι μελετῶσα ῥᾳδίως" ἢ οὐ τοῦτ᾽ ἂν 
εἴη μελέτη θανάτου; Cf. Cicero, Tusc. 
Quest., i. 30, with the relative com- 
mentary by Davis; Macrobius, Jn 
Som. Scipionis, i. 13; Damascenus 
Dialectica, ec. 3.—Ep. 


LECT. 
IIL. 
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is a resembling of the Deity in so far as that is 
competent to man,” (ὁμοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν 
ἀνθρώπῳ." 

The fifth, that from its pre-eminence, was borrowed 
from Aristotle, and defined philosophy “the art of 
arts, and science of sciences,” (τέχνη τεχνῶν καὶ ἐπισ- 
τήμη ἐπιστημῶν) .β 

Finally, the sixth, that from the etymology, was, 
like the first and second, carried up to Pythagoras— 
it defined philosophy “the love of wisdom,” (φιλία 
codias).” 

To these a seventh and even an eighth were some- 
times added,—but the seventh was that by the phy- 
sicians, who defined medicine the philosophy of bodies, 
(ἰατρική ἐστι φιλοσοφία σωμάτων); and philosophy, 
the medicine of souls, (φιλοσοφία ἐστὶν ἰατρικὴ ψυχῶν) .ὃ 
This was derided by the philosophers ; as, to speak 
with Homer, being an exchange of brass for gold, and 
of gold for brass, (χρύσεα χαλκείων) ; and as defining 
the more known by the less known. 

The eighth is from an expression of Plato, who, in 
the Thezetetus,° calls philosophy “the greatest music,” 
(μεγίστη μουσικὴ), meaning thereby the harmony of 


ὅτι ἣ ἀκριβεστάτη ἂν τῶν ἐπιστημῶν 
εἴη ἡ σοφία. The nearest approach to 


a Thecetetus, p. 176: διὸ καὶ πειρᾶσ- 
θαι χρὴ ἐνθένδε ἐκεῖσε φεύγειν ὅτι τά- 


χιστα' φυγὴ δὲ ὁμοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ 
δυνατόν.--- ἘΠ. 

β The anonymous commentator 
quotes this as a passage from the Meta- 
physics. It does not occur literally, 
but the sense is substantially that ex- 
pressed in Booki.c. 2. ᾿Ακριβέστα- 
ται δὲ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν at μάλιστα τῶν 
. ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν καὶ διδασ- 
καλική γε ἢ τῶν αἰτιῶν θεωρητικὴ μᾶλ- 
NOY. τς 
νομίζειν τιμιωτέραν" ἣ γὰρ θειοτάτη καὶ 
τιμιωτάτη. Cf. Lih. Nic., vi. 7: δῆλον 


/ 3 { 
πρώτων εἰσὶν... 


οὔτε τῆς τοιαύτης ἄλλην χρὴ 


a definition of Philosophy in the 776- 
taphysics is in A minor, ο. 1. ᾿Ορθῶς 
δ᾽ ἔχει καὶ τὸ καλεῖσθαι τὴν φιλοσοφίαν 
ἐπιστήμην τῆς ἀληθείας.--- "Ὁ. 

vy See ante, p. 45.—Ep. 

5 Anon. apud Cramer, Anecdota, iv. 
p. 898; Brandis, Scholia, p. 7.—Eb. 

e So quoted by the commentator ; 
but the passage occurs in the Phado, 
p-. 61. Καὶ ἐμοὶ οὕτω τὸ ἐνύπνιον ὕπερ 
ἔπραττον, τοῦτο ἐπικελεύειν, μουσικὴν 
ποιεῖν, ὧς φιλοσοφίας μὲν οὔσης μεγίστης 
μουσικῆς.---1}. 
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the rational, irascible, and appetent, parts of the soul, tect. 
(λόγος, θυμός, ἐπιθυμία). των 

But to return: All philosophy is knowledge, but all Phitosopti- 
knowledge is not philosophy. Philosophy is, therefore, pice a 
a kind of knowledge. What, then, is philosophical Seen 
knowledge, and how is it discriminated from know- 
ledge in general? We are endowed by our Creator 
with certain faculties of observation, which enable us 
to become aware of certain appearances or pheenomena. 
These faculties may be stated as two,—Sense, or Ex- 
ternal Perception, and Self-Consciousness, or Internal 
Perception ; and these faculties severally afford us 
the knowledge of a different series of phenomena. 
Through our senses, we apprehend what exists, or what 
occurs, in the external or material world; by our 
self-consciousness,” we apprehend what is, or what 
occurs, in the internal world, or world of thought. 
What is the extent, and what the certainty, of the 
knowledge acquired through sense and self-conscious- 
ness, we do not at present consider. It is now suffi- 
cient that the simple fact be admitted, that we do 
actually thus know; and that fact is so manifest, that 
it requires, I presume, at my hands, neither proof nor 
iulustration. 

The information which we thus receive,—that cer- Empirical 

knowledge 

tain phzenomena are, or have been, is called Historical, —wnat. 
or Empirical knowledge? It is called historical, be- 
cause, in this knowledge, we know only the fact, only 
that the phenomenon is; for history is properly only the 
narration of a consecutive series of phenomena in time, 
or the description of a co-existent series of pheenomena 


a On the place and sphere of Con- B Brandis, Geschichte der Philoso- 
sciousness, see Discussions, p. 47.— phie,vol.i. p.2. [Cf Wolf, Phil. Rat., 
Ep. 8 3.—Eb.] 
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in space. Civil history is an example of the one; 
natural history of the other. It is called empirical or 
experiential, if we might use that term, because it 1s 
given us by experience or observation, and not obtained 
as the result of inference or reasoning. I may notice, 
by parenthesis, that you must discharge from your 
minds the by-meaning accidentally associated with the 
word empiric or empirical, in common English. This 
term is with us more familiarly used in reference to 
medicine, and from its fortuitous employment in that 
science, in a certain sense, the word empirical has un- 
fortunately acquired, in our language, a one-sided and 
an unfavourable meaning. Of the origin of this mean- 
ing many of you may not be aware. You are aware, 
however, that ἐμπειρία is the Greek term for experi- 
ence, and ἐμπειρικὸς an epithet applied to one who 
uses experience. Now, among the Greek physicians, 
there arose a sect who, professing to employ experience 
alone to the exclusion of generalisation, analogy, and 
reasoning, denominated themselves distinctively οἱ 
ἐμπειρικοί---ἴ ἢ Empirics. The opposite extreme was 
adopted by another sect, who, rejecting observation, 
founded their doctrine exclusively on reasoning and 
theory ;—and these called themselves ot μεθοδικοί--- 
or Methodists. A third school, of whom Galen was 
the head, opposed equally to the two extreme sects of 
the Empirics and of the Methodists, and, availing 
themselves both of experience and reasoning, were 
styled οἱ δογματικοί ---[Π6 Dogmatists, or rational 
physicians.“ A keen controversy arose ; the Empirics 


a See Galen, De Sectis,c.i., and the Dan. Le Clerc, Histoire de la Méde- 
Definitiones Medice and Introductio cine, part ii. lib. ii., ch. 1—lib. iv., 
sew Medicus, ascribed to the same au- ch. 1.—Ep. 
thor; Celsus, De Re Medica, Pref. 
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were defeated ; they gradually died out; and their 
doctrine, of which nothing is known to us, except 
through the writings of their adversaries,* has probably 
been painted in blacker colours than it deserved. Be 
this, however, as it may, the word was first naturalised 
in English, at a time when the Galenic works were of 
paramount authority in medicine, as a term of medical 
import—of medical reproach ; and the collateral mean- 
ing, which it had accidentally obtained in that science, 
was associated with an unfavourable signification, so 
that an Empiric, in common English, has been long a 
synonym for a charlatan or quack-doctor, and, by a 
very natural extension, in general, for any ignorant 
pretender in science. In philosophical language, the 
term empirical means simply what belongs to, or is the 
product of, experience or observation, and, in contrast 
to another term afterwards to be explained, is now 
technically in general use through every other country 
of Kurope. Were there any other word to be found 
of a corresponding signification in English, it would 
perhaps, in consequence of the by-meaning attached to 
empirical, be expedient not to employ this latter. But 
there is not. Haperiential is not in common use, and 
experimental only designates a certain kind of experi- 
ence—viz. that in which the fact observed has been 
brought about by a certain intentional pre-arrange- 
ment of its co-efficients. But this by the way. 
Returning, then, from our digression : Historical or 
empirical knowledge is simply the knowledge that 
something is. Were we to use the expression, the 
knowledge that, it would sound awkward and unusual 
in our modern languages. In Greek, the most philo- 
sophical of all tongues, its parallel, however, was fami- 


a Le Clere, Histoire de la Médecine, part ii., lib. ii., ch. 1.—Eb. 
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liarly employed, more especially in the Aristotelic phi- 
losophy,* in contrast to another knowledge of which 
we are about to speak. It was called τὸ ὅτι, that is, 
ἡ γνῶσις ὅτι ἔστινβ IT should notice, that with us, 
the knowledge that, is commonly called the knowledge 
of the fact.” As examples of empirical knowledge, 
take the facts, whether known on our own experience 
or on the testified experience of others,—that a stone 
falls—that smoke ascends,—that the leaves bud in 
spring and fall in autumn,—that such a book contains 
such a passage,—that such a passage contains such an 
opinion,—that Cvesar, that Charlemagne, that Napo- 
leon, existed.° 

But things do not exist, events do not occur, isolated, 
—apart—by themselves ; they exist, they occur, and 
are by us conceived, only in connection. Our obser- 
vation affords us no example of a pheenomenon which 
is not an effect ; nay, our thought cannot even realise 
to itself the possibility of a phenomenon without a 


cause. 


a See Anal. Post., ii. 1. 


peva ἐστιν toa τὸν ἀριθμὸν ὅσαπερ ἐπι- 


Τὰ ζητού- 


Ζητοῦμεν δὲ τέτταρα, τὸ ὅτι, 
τὸ διότι, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστιν. These were 
distinguished by the Latin logicians 
as the questiones scibiles, and were 
usually rendered quod sit, cur sit, an 
sit, quid sit.—ED. 

B This expression in Latin, at least 
in Latin not absolutely barbarous, can 
only be translated vaguely by an ac- 
cusative and an infinitive, for you are 
probably aware that the conjunctive 
quod, by which the Greek ὅτι is often 
translated, has always a causal signifi- 
cation in genuine Latinity. Thus, we 
cannot say, scio quod res sit, credo 
quod tu sis doctus :—this is barbarous. 
We must say, scio rem esse, credo te 
esse doctum, 


στάμεθα. 


We do not at present inquire into the nature 


y [Empirical is also used in contrast 
with Necessary knowledge; the former 
signifying the knowledge simply of 
what is, the latter of what must be.] 
—Oral Interpolation. 

δ The terms historical and empiri- 
cal are used as synonymous by Aris- 
totle, as both denoting a knowledge of 
the ὅτι. (Compare the De Jncessu 
Animalium,c.1; Metaph.,i.1.) <Aris- 
totle, therefore, calls his empirical 
work on animals, History of Animals ; 
—Theophrastus, his empirical work 
on plants, History of Plants—Pliny, 
his empirical book on nature in gene- 
ral, Natural History. Pliny says: 
“ Nobis propositum est naturas rerum 
indicare manifestas, non causas inda- 
gare dubias.” See Brandis, Geschichte 
der Philosophie, i. p. 2. 
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of the connection of effect and cause,*— either in 
reality, or in thought. It is sufficient for our present 
purpose to observe that, while, by the constitution of 
our nature, we are unable to conceive anything to 
begin to be, without referring it to some cause,—still 
the knowledge of its particular cause is not involved 
in the knowledge of any particular effect. By this 
necessity which we are under of thinking some cause 
for every pheenomenon; and by our original ignorance 
of what particular causes belong to what particular 
effects,—it is rendered impossible for us to acquiesce 
in the mere knowledge of the fact of a phenomenon : 
on the contrary, we are determined,—we are neces- 
sitated, to regard each phenomenon as only partially 
known, until we discover the causes on which it de- 
pends for its existence. [For example, we are struck 
with the appearance in the heavens called a rainbow. 
Think we cannot that this phenomenon has no cause, 
though we may be wholly ignorant of what that cause 
is. Now, our knowledge of the phenomenon as a mere 
fact,—as a mere isolated event,—does not content us ; 
we therefore set about an inquiry into the cause,— 
which the constitution of our mind compels us to 
suppose,—and at length discover that the rambow 15 
the effect of the refraction of the solar rays by the 
watery particles of a cloud. Having ascertained the 
cause, but not till then, we are satisfied that we fully 
know the effect. 

Now, this knowledge of the cause of a phenomenon 
is different from, is something more than, the know- 
ledge of that pheenomenon simply as a fact; and these 
two cognitions or knowledges? have, accordingly, re- 


a See on this point the Author’s B [Knowledges is a term in frequent 
Discussions, p. 609.—Eb, use by Bacon, and, though now obso- 
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ceived different names. ‘The latter, we have seen, is 
called historical, or empirical knowledge ; the former 
is called philosophical or scientific, or rational know- 
ledge.“ Historical, is the knowledge that a thing is— 
philosophical, is the knowledge why or how itis. And 
as the Greek language, with peculiar felicity, expresses 
historical knowledge by the or1.—the γνῶσις ὅτι ἔστι : 
so, 1t well expresses philosophical knowledge by the 
6.67. 8—the γνῶσις διότι ἔστι, though here its relative 
superiority is not the same. ΤῸ recapitulate what has 
now been stated :—There are two kinds or degrees of 
knowledge. The first is the knowledge that a thing 
is—orTe χρῆμα ἔστι, rem esse ;—and it is called the 
knowledge of the fact, historical, or empirical know- 
ledge. The second is the knowledge why or how a 
thing is, διότι χρῆμα ἔστι, cur res sit ;—and is termed 
the knowledge of the cause, philosophical, scientific, 
rational knowledge. 

Philosophical knowledge, in the widest acceptation 
of the term, and as synonymous with science, is thus 
the knowledge of effects as dependent on their causes. 
Now, what does this imply? In the first place, as 
every cause to which we can ascend is itself also an 
effect,—it follows that it is the scope, that is, the aim 
of philosophy, to trace up the series of effects and 
causes, until we arrive at causes which are not also 
themselves effects. These first causes do not indeed 
lie within the reach of philosophy, nor even within the 
sphere of our comprehension ; nor, consequently, on. 


lete, should be revived, as, without it, Science, Preface, p. xxv., p. 166, et pas- 
we are compelled to borrow cognitions sim.—ED.] 

to express its import.]—Oral Interpo- a Wolf, Philosophia Rationalis, § 6 ; 
lation. [See Bacon’s Advancement of Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, 
Learning, p. 176, (Works, vol. ii., ed. _Methodenlehre, ce. 3.—Ep. 

Mont.); and Sergeant’s Method to B Arist. Anal. Post., ii. 1—Ep. 
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the actual reaching them does the existence of phi- 
losophy depend. But as philosophy is the knowledge 
of effects in their causes, the tendency of philosophy 
is ever upwards ; and philosophy can, in thought, in 
theory, only be viewed as accomplished,—which in 
reality it never can be,—when the ultimate causes,— 
the causes on which all other causes depend,—have 
been attained and understood.* 

But, in the second place, as every effect is only pro- 
duced by the concurrence of at least two causes, (and 
by cause, be it observed, | mean everything without 
which the effect could not be realised), and as these 
concurring or co-efficient causes, in fact, constitute 
the effect, it follows, that the lower we descend in the 
series of causes, the more complex will be the product; 
and that the higher we ascend, it will be the more 
simple. Let us take, for example, a neutral salt. This, 
as you probably know, is the product—the combina- 
tion of an alkali and an acid. Now, considering the 
salt as an effect, what are the concurrent causes,—the 
co-efficients,—which constitute it what itis? These 
are, first, the acid, with its affinity to the alkali; 
secondly, the alkali, with its affinity to the acid; and 
thirdly, the translating force (perhaps the human hand) 
which made their affinities available, by bringing the 
two bodies within the sphere of mutual attraction. 
Each of these three concurrents must be considered as 
a partial cause ; for, abstract any one, and the effect 
is not produced. Now, these three partial causes are 
each of them again effects ; but effects evidently less 
complex than the effect which they, by their concur- 


a Arist. Anal. Post., i. 34. Ἔτι μέ. πέρας τὸ ἔσχατον ἤδη οὕτως ἐστίν. CE. 
χρι τούτου (ζητοῦμεν τὸ διὰ τί, καὶ πότε Metaph., i. 2: δεῖ γὰρ ταύτην τῶν 
οἰόμεθα εἰδέναι, ὅταν μὴ ἢ ὅτι τι ἄλλο πρώτων ἀρχῶν καὶ αἰτίων εἶναι θεωρητι- 
τοῦτο ἢ γινόμενον ἢ ὄν" τέλος yao καὶ κήν.--- ἘΠ. 
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rence, constituted. But each of these three consti- 
tuents is an effect, and therefore to be analysed into 
its causes; and these causes again into others, until 
the procedure is checked by our inability to resolve 
the last constituent into simpler elements. But, though 
thus unable to carry our analysis beyond a limited ex- 
tent, we neither conceive, nor are we able to conceive, 
the constituent in which our analysis is arrested, as 
itself anything but an effect. We therefore carry on 
the analysis in imagination ; and as each step in the 
procedure carries us from the more complex to the more 
simple, and, consequently, nearer to unity, we at last 
arrive at that unity itselfi—at that ultimate cause 
which, as ultimate, cannot again be conceived as an 
effect.” 

Philosophy thus, as the knowledge of effects in their 
causes, necessarily tends, not towards a plurality of 
ultimate or first causes, but towards one alone. ‘This 
first cause,—the Creator,—it can indeed never reach, 
as an object of immediate knowledge; but, as the con- 
vergence towards unity in the ascending series 15 mani- 
fest, in so far as that series 15 within our view, and as 
it is even impossible for the mind to suppose the con- 
vergence not continuous and complete, it follows,— 
unless all analogy be rejected,—aunless our intelligence 
be declared a lie,—that we must, philosophically, be- 
lieve in that ultimate or primary unity which, in our 
present existence, we are not destined in itself to ap- 


prehend. 


a I may notice that an ultimate 
cause, and a first cause, are the same, 
but viewed in different relations. 
What is called the ultimate cause in 
ascending from effects to causes,—that 
is, in the regressive order, is called 
the first cause in descending from 


causes to effects,—that is, in the pro- 
gressive order. This synonymous 
meaning of the terms ultimate and 
primary it is important to recollect, 
for these words are in very common 
use in philosophy. 
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Such is philosophical knowledge in its most exten-  LEcT. 
re eee ete al i IIL. 
sive signification ; and, in this signification, all the 
sciences, occupied in the research of causes, may be 
viewed as so many branches of philosophy. 
There is, however, one section of these sciences Sciences 
. . 5 : ° : denomi- 
which is denominated philosophical by pre-eminence ; nated phi- 
. . . ϑ losophical 
—sciences, which the term philosophy exclusively de- by pre- 
. 5 eminence. 
notes, when employed in propriety and rigour. What 
these sciences are, and why the term philosophy has 
been specially limited to them, I shall now endeavour 
to make you understand. 
“Man,” says Protagoras, “is the measure of the Mars 
3 2a Ξ Ν . 5 : knowledge 
universe ;”’“ and, in so far as the universe is an object relative. 
of human knowledge, the paradox is a truth. What- 
ever we know, or endeavour to know, God or the 
world,—mind or matter,—the distant or the near,— 
we know, and can know, only in so far as we possess a 
faculty of knowing in general ; and we can only exer- 
cise that faculty under the laws which control and 
limit its operations. However great, and infinite, 
and various, therefore, may be the universe and its 
contents,—these are known to us, not as they exist, 
but as our mind is capable of knowing them. Hence 
the brocard—* Quicquid recipitur, recipitur ad modum 
recipientis.’ β 
In the first place, therefore, as philosophy is a 


aSee Plato, Theetetus, Ὁ. 152; tur in patientem secundum modum 


Arist. Wetaph,, x. 6.—ED. 

B Boethius, De Consol. Phil. v. 
Prosa iv. “ Omne enim quod cognos- 
citur, non secundum sui vim, sed se- 
cundum cognoscentium potius com- 
prehenditur facultatem.” Proclus, Jn 
Plat. Parm., p. 748, ed. Stallbaum : τὸ 
γιγνῶσκον κατὰ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ γιγνώσκει 
φύσιν. Aquinas, Summa, part i. Q. 
79, art. 8. “ Similitudo agentis recipi- 


patientis.” Jbid., part i. Ω. 14, art. 1. 
“Scientia est secundum modum cog- 
noscentis. Scitum enim est in sciente 
secundum modum scientis.” Chauvin 
gives the words of the text. See Lewi- 
con Philosophicum, art. Finitas. See 
also other authorities to the same ef- 
fect quoted in the Author’s Discus- 
sions, Ὁ. 644.—Eb. 
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tect. knowledge, and as all knowledge is only possible 
under the conditions to which our faculties are sub- 
προς, jected,—the grand,—the primary problem of philo- 


Phisophy, SOPhy must be to investigate and determine these 
conditions, as the necessary conditions of its own pos- 
sibility. 

The study of In the second place, as philosophy is not merely a 

Ἵν: knowledge, but a knowledge of causes, and as the 
mind itself is the universal and principal concurrent 
cause in every act of knowledge ; philosophy is, conse- 
quently, bound to make the mind its first and para- 
mount object of consideration. ‘The study of mind is 
thus the philosophical study by pre-eminence. There 
is no branch of philosophy which does not suppose this 
as its preliminary, which does not borrow from this 

Prucheso! its light. A considerable number, indeed, are only 
the science of mind viewed in particular aspects, or 

Logic. considered in certain special applications. Logic, for 
example, or the science of the laws of thought, is 
only a fragment of the general science of mind, and 
presupposes a certain knowledge of the operations 

Ethics. which are regulated by these laws. Ethics is the 
science of the laws which govern our actions as 
moral agents; and a knowledge of these laws is only 
possible through a knowledge of the moral agent 

Politics. himself. Political science, in like manner, supposes a 
knowledge of man in his natural constitution, in order 
to appreciate the modifications which he receives, and 
of which he is susceptible, in social and civil life. 

The Fine The Fine Arts have all their foundation in the theory 

-s of the beautiful ; and this theory is afforded by that 
part of the philosophy of mind, which is conversant 

dependent with the pheenomena of feeling. Religion, Theology, 


mind.” in fine, is not independent of the same philosophy. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 63 


For as God only exists for us as we have faculties Lxcr., 
capable of apprehending his existence, and of fulfilling ΕΣ 
his behests, nay, as the phenomena from which we 

are warranted to infer his being are wholly mental, 

the examination of these faculties and of these phaeno- 
mena is, consequently, the primary condition of every 
sound theology. In short, the science of mind, whe- 

ther considered in itself, or in relation to the other 
branches of our knowledge, constitutes the principal 

and most important object of philosophy,—constitutes 

in propriety, with its suite of dependent sciences, 
philosophy itself.* 

This limitation of the term Philosophy to the sciences ep les 
of mind, when not expressly extended to the other term Phil 
branches of science, has been always that generally ths anne 
prevalent ;—yet it must be confessed that, in this δ 
country, the word is applied to subjects with which, 
on the continent of Kurope, it is rarely, if ever, asso- 
ciated. With us the word philosophy, taken by itself, 
does not call up the precise and limited notion which 
it does to a German, a Hollander, a Dane, an Italian, 
or a Frenchman; and we are obliged to say the philo- 
sophy of mind, if we do not wish it to be vaguely 
extended to the sciences conversant with the phe- 
nomena of matter. We not only call Physics by the 
name of Natural Philosophy, but every mechanical 
process has with us its philosophy. We have books 
on the philosophy of Manufactures, the philosophy of 
Agriculture, the philosophy of Cookery, &c. In all 
this we are the ridicule of other nations. Socrates, it 
is said, brought down philosophy from the clouds, — 
the English have degraded her to the kitchen; and 


a Cf. Cousin, Cours del’ Histotre de Programme de la Premiére Partie du 
la Phil. Mod., Prem. Sér. tom. ii.; Cours.—Ep. 


LECT. 
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this, our prostitution of the term, is, by foreigners, 
alleged as a significant indication of the low state of 
the mental sciences in Britain.* 

From what has been said, you will, without a defini- 
tion, be able to form at least a general notion of what 
is meant by philosophy. In its more extensive signi- 
fication, it is equivalent to a knowledge of things by 
their causes,—and this is, in fact, Aristotle’s defini- 
tion ;° while, in its stricter meaning, it is confined to 
the sciences which constitute, or hold immediately of, 
the science of mind. 


a See Hegel, Werke, vi. 133 xiii. 
72; Scheidler, Encyclop. der Philoso- 
phie, i. p. 27.—Ep. 

B Metaph., ν. 1 : πᾶσα ἐπιστήμη δια- 
νοητικὴ περὶ αἰτίας καὶ ἀρχάς ἐστιν ἢ 
ἀκριβεστέρας ἢ ἁπλουστέρας. Ibid.,i.1: 
τὴν ὀνομαζομένην σοφίαν περὶ τὰ πρῶτα 


αἴτια καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ὑπολαμβάνουσι 
πάντες... ὅτι μὲν οὖν ἣ σοφία περί 
τινας αἰτίας καὶ ἀρχάς ἐστιν ἐπιστήμη, 
Eth, Nic., vi. 7: δεῖ ἄρα τὸν 


\ J Wari ee a on 7 
σοφὸν μὴ μόνον τὰ ἐκ τῶν ἀρχῶν εἰδέναι, 


δῆλον. 


ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἀληθεύειν.-- 


Ep. 
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LECTURE IV. 
THE CAUSES OF PHILOSOPHY. 


Havine thus endeavoured to make you vaguely appre-_LEcr. 
hend what cannot be precisely understood,—the Nature 
and Comprehension of Philosophy,—I now proceed to The causes 


of philoso- 


another question,—W hat are the Causes of Philosophy 1 phy iz the 


lements of 


The causes of philosophy lie in the original elements ov co 
of our constitution. We are created with the faculty 

of knowledge, and, consequently, created with the ten- 

dency to exert it. Man philosophises as he lives. He 

may philosophise well or ill, but philosophise he must. 
Philosophy can, indeed, only be assailed through phi- 
losophy itself. “If,” says Aristotle, in a passage pre- 

served to us by Olympiodorus,* “we must philoso- 

phise, we must philosophise ; 1 we must not philoso- 

phise, we must philosophise ;—in any case, therefore, 

we must philosophise.” “ Were philosophy,” says 
Clement of Alexandria,® “an evil, still philosophy is 

to be studied, in order that it may be scientifically ΕΣ: 
contemned.” And Averroes,’—* Philosophi solum est either essen- 


tial or com- 


spernere philosophiam.” Of the causes of philosophy plementary, 


a Olympiodori in Platonis A lcibia- B Ei καὶ ἄχρηστος εἴη φιλοσοφία, εἰ 
dem Priorem Commentarii, ed. Creu- εὔχρηστος 7 τῆς ἀχρηστίας βεβαίωσις, 
zer, p. 144. Kal ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐν τῷ εὔχρηστος. Stromata, i. 2.—Eb. 
Προτρεπτικῷ ἔλεγεν ὅτι εἴτε φιλοσοφη- See Discussions, p. 786.—Ep. [“‘Se 
τέον, φιλοσοφητέον" εἴτε μὴ φιλοσοφη- moquer de la philosophie, c’est vrai- 
τέον, φιλοσοφητέον: πάντως δὲ φιλο- ment philosopher.” Pascal, Penseés, 
copntéov. Quoted also by the ano- part i. art. xi. ὃ 86. Compare Mon- 
nymous commentator in Cramer’s taigne, Fssais, lib. il. ὁ. xiii—tom. 11. 
Anecdota, iv. p. 891.—Ep. p. 216, ed. 1725.] 
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LECT. some are, therefore, contained in man’s very capacity 
ene for knowledge; these are essential and necessary. But 
there are others, again, which lie in certain feelings 
with which he is endowed; these are complementary 

and assistant. 
ee at Of the former class,—that is, of the essential causes,— 
rently two- there are in all two: the one is, the necessity we feel 
1. Theprin. tO connect Causes with Effects; the other, to carry up 
ceo Our knowledge into Unity. These tendencies, however, 
Edect. ΤΡ not identical in their origin, coincide in their result ; 
for, as I have previously explained to you, in ascend- 
ing from cause to cause, we necessarily, (could we 
carry our analysis to its issue), arrive at absolute 
unity. Indeed, were it not a discussion for which 
you are not as yet prepared, it might be shown, that 
both principles originate in the same condition,—that 
both emanate, not from any original power, but from 
the same original powerlessness of mind.“ Of the 
former,—namely, the tendency, or rather the neces- 
sity, which we feel to connect the objects of our expe- 
rience with others which afford the reasons of their 
existence,—it is needful to say but little. The nature 
of this tendency is not a matter on which we can 
at present enter; and the fact of its existence is 
too notorious to require either proof or illustration. 
It is sufficient to say, or rather to repeat what we 
have already stated, that the mind is unable to realise 
in thought the possibility of any absolute commence- 
ment ; it cannot conceive that anything which begins 
to be is anything more than a new modification 
of pre-existent elements; it is unable to view any 
individual thing as other than a link in the mighty 


chain of being; and every isolated object is viewed 


a This is partially argued in the Discussions, p. 609.—Ep. 
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by it only as a fragment which, to be known, must Lect. 


be known in connection with the whole of which it 
constitutes a part. It is thus that we are unable to 
rest satisfied with a mere historical knowledge of ex- 
istence ; and that even our happiness is interested in 
discovering causes, hypothetical at least, if not real, 
for the various pheenomena of the existence of which 
our experience informs us. 


“Felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas,” ἃ 


The second tendency of our nature, of which philo- 2. 
sophy is the result, is the desire of Unity. On this, 
which indeed involves the other, it is necessary to be 
somewhat more explicit. This tendency is one of the 
most prominent characteristics of the human mind. 
It, in part, originates in the imbecility of our facul- 
ties. We are lost in the multitude of the objects 
presented to our observation, and it is only by assort- 
ing them in classes that we can reduce the infinity of 
nature to the finitude of mind. ‘The conscious Hgo, 
the conscious Self, by its nature one, seems also con- 
strained to require that unity by which it is distin- 
ouished, in everything which it receives, and in every- 
thing which it produces. I regret that I can illustrate 
this only by examples which cannot, I am aware, as 
yet be fully intelligible to all. We are conscious of 
a scene presented to our senses only by uniting its 
parts into a perceived whole. Perception is thus a uni- 
fying act. The Imagination cannot represent an object 
without uniting, in a single combination, the various 
elements of which it is composed. Generalisation is 
only the apprehension of the one in the many, and 
language little else than a registry of the factitious 


a Virgil, Georges, ii. 490. 


IV. 
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of Unity. 


LECT. 
IV. 


Testimonies 
to the love 
of unity, 


68 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


unities of thought. The judgment cannot affirm or 
deny one notion of another, except by uniting the 
two in one indivisible act of comparison. Syllogism 
is simply the union of two judgments in a third. 
Reason, Intellect, νοῦς, in fine, concatenating thoughts 
and objects into system, and tending always upwards 
from particular facts to general laws, from general 
laws to universal principles, is never satisfied in its 
ascent till it comprehend, (what, however, it can never 
do), all laws in a single formula, and consummate all 
conditional knowledge in the unity of unconditional 
existence. Nor is it only in science that the mind 
desiderates the one. We seek it equally in works of 
art. A work of art is only deserving of the name, 
inasmuch as an idea of the work has preceded its 
execution, and inasmuch as it is itself a realisation of 
the ideal model in sensible forms. All languages ex- 
press the mental operations by words which denote a 
reduction of the many to the one. Σύνεσις, περίληψις, 
συναίσθησις, συνεπίγνωσις, &e., in Greek ;—in Latin, 
cogere, (co-agere), cogitare, (co-agitare), concipere, 
cognoscere, comprehendere, conscire, with their deri- 
vatives, may serve for examples. 

The history of philosophy is only the history of 
this tendency ; and philosophers have amply testified 
to its reality. “The mind,” says Anaxagoras,” “ only 
knows when it subdues its objects, when it reduces 
the many to the one.” “All knowledge,” say the 
Platonists,? “is the gathering up into one, and the 


a Arvist., De Anima, iil. 4: Ανάγκη 
ἄρα, ἐπεὶ πάντα νοεῖ, ἀμιγῆ εἶναι, ὥσπερ 
φησὶν ᾿Αναξαγόρας, ἵνα κρατῇ, τοῦτο δ᾽ 
ἐστὶν ἵνα γνωρίζῳ. The passage of 
Anaxagoras is given at length in the 
Commentary of Simplicius, and quoted 


in part by Trendelenburg on the De 
Anima, p. 466.—Eb. 

B Priscianus Lydus: Κατὰ τὴν eis 
ἕν συναίρεσιν, καὶ τὴν ἀμερίστον τοῦ 
γνωστοῦ παντὸς περίληψιν, ἅπάσης 


ἱσταμένης γνώσεως. (Μετάφρασις τῶν 
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LECT. 


indivisible apprehension of this unity by the knowing RC 


mind.” Leibnitz* and Kant? have, in like manner, 
defined knowledge by the representation of multitude 
in unity. “The end of philosophy,” says Plato,’ “is 
the intuition of unity;” and Plotinus, among many 
others,’ observes that our knowledge is perfect as it 
is one. The love of unity is by Aristotle applied to 
solve a multitude of psychological phenomena. St 
Augustin even analyses pain into a feeling of the 
frustration of unity. “ Quid est enim aliud dolor, nisi 
quidam sensus divisionis vel corruptionis impatiens ? 
Unde luce clarius apparet, quam sit illa anima in sui 
corporis universitate avida unitatis et tenax.”S 

This love of unity, this tendency of mind to gene- 
ralise its knowledge, leads us to anticipate in nature 
a corresponding uniformity ; and as this anticipation 
is found in harmony with experience, it not only 
affords the efficient cause of philosophy, but the guid- 
ing principle to its discoveries. “Thus, for instance, 


Love of 
unity a 
guiding 
principle 
in philoso- 


phy. 


Θεοφράστου Περὶ Aic@hoews—Opera πάντα eis ἕν ἄγει, δημιουργοῦσα καὶ 


Theoph. ed. Basil., p. 279). Thus ren- 


/ a “ 
πλάττουσα καὶ μορφοῦσα καὶ συντάτ- 


dered in the Latin version of Ficinus : 
“Cognitio omnis constat secundum 
quandam in unum congregationem, at- 
que secundum impartibilem cognosci- 
bilis totius comprehensionem.”—Ep. 

a Monadologie, ὃ 14.—Ep. 

B Kritik der reinen Vernunft, p. 
359, ed. 1799.—Ep. 

y Cf. Philebus, sub. init., especially 
p. 16: Δεῖν ἡμᾶς ἀεὶ μίαν ἰδέαν περὶ παν- 
τὸς ἑκάστοτε θεμένους ζητεῖν ; and 
Republic, v. p. 475, et seq.—Ep. 

δ Lnn., ui. lib. viii. c. 2, on which 
Ficinus says: ‘‘ Cognoscendi potentia 
in ipso actu cognitionis unum quodam- 
modo fit cum objecto, et quo magis 
fit unum, eo perfectior est cognitio, 
atque vicissim.” nn., vi. lib. ix. ec. 
1: ᾿Αρετὴ δὲ ψυχῆς ὅταν eis ἕν, καὶ εἰς 


μίαν ὁμολογίαν ἑνωθῇ... Ἐπειδὴ τὰ 


τουσα. Proclus,—Yvéots οὐδενὸς ἔσται 
τῶν ὄντων, εἴπως μὴ ἔστι τὺ ἕν.... 
Οὐδὲ λόγος ἔσται: καὶ γὰρ ὁ λόγος ἐκ 
πολλῶν εἷς, εἴπερ τέλειος: καὶ ἣ γνῶσις, 
ὅταν τὸ γινῶσκον ἕν γίνηται πρὸς τὸ 
γνωστόν. In Platonis Theologiam, p. 
76 (ed. 1618).—Eb. 

e See De Memoria, ὃ 5, for applica- 
tion of this principle to the problem of 
Reminiscence. Cf. Reid’s Works, p. 
900. See also Problems, xviii. 9, where 
it is used to explain the higher plea- 
sure we derive from those narratives 
that relate to a single subject.—Ep. 

¢ De Libero Arbitrio, lib. 111. 23. 
[St Augustin applied the principle of 
Unity to solve the theory of the Beau- 
tiful: ‘ Omnis pulchritudinis forma 
unitas est.” Zpist. xviii.]—Oral In- 
terpolation. 
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when it is observed that solid bodies are compressible, 
we are induced to expect that liquids will be found 
to be so likewise; we subject them, consequently, to 
a series of experiments; nor do we rest satisfied until 
it be proved, that this quality is common to both 
classes of substances. Compressibility is then pro- 
claimed a physical law,—a law of nature in general ; 
and we experience a vivid gratification in this recog- 
nition of unconditioned universality. Another ex- 
ample : Kant,* reflecting on the differences among the 
planets, or rather among the stars revolving round the 
sun, and having discovered that these differences be- 
trayed a uniform progress and proportion,—a propor- 
tion which was no longer to be found between Saturn 
and the first of the comets,—the law of unity and the 
analogy of nature, led him to conjecture that, in the 
intervening space, there existed a star, the discovery 
of which would vindicate the universality of the law. 
This anticipation was verified. Uranus was discovered 
by Herschel, and our dissatisfaction at the anomaly 
appeased. Franklin, in like manner, surmised that 
lightning and the electric spark were identical ; and 
when he succeeded in verifying this conjecture, our 
love of unity was gratified. From the moment an 
isolated fact is discovered, we endeavour to refer it to 
other facts which it resembles. Until this be accom- 
plished, we do not view it as understood. This is the 
case, for example, with sulphur, which, in a certain 
degree of temperature, melts like other bodies, but at 
a higher degree of heat, instead of evaporating, again 


a Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und 
Theorie des Himmels, 1755; Werke, 
vol. vi. p. 88. Kant’s conjecture was 
founded on a supposed progressive 
increase in the eccentricities of the 
planetary orbits. This progression, 


however, is only true of Venus, the 
Earth, Jupiter, and Saturn. The ec- 
centricity diminishes again in Uranus, 
and stillmore in Neptune. Subsequent 
discoveries have thus rather weaken- 
ed than confirmed the theory.—Eb. 
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consolidates. When a fact is generalised, our discon- 
tent is quieted, and we consider the generality itself 
as tantamount to an explanation. Why does this 
apple fall to the ground? Because all bodies gravi- 
tate towards each other. Arrived at this general fact, 
Wwe inquire no more, although ignorant now as pre- 
viously of the cause of gravitation ; for gravitation 15 
nothing more than a name for a general fact, the why 
of which we know not. A mystery, if recognised as 
universal, would no longer appear mysterious. 

“But this thirst of unity,—this tendency of mind to 
generalise its knowledge, and our concomitant belief 
in the uniformity of natural phzenomena, is not only 
an effective mean of discovery, but likewise an abun- 
dant source of error. Hardly is there a similarity de- 
tected between two or three facts, than men hasten 
to extend it to all others; and if, perchance, the 
similarity has been detected by ourselves, self-love 
closes our eyes to the contradictions which our theory 
may encounter from experience.”* “I have heard,” 
says Condillac, “ of a philosopher who had the happiness 
of thinking that he had discovered a principle which 
was to explain all the wonderful phenomena of chem- 
istry, and who, in the ardour of his self-gratulation, 
hastened to communicate his discovery to a skilful 
chemist. The chemist had the kindness to listen to 
him, and then calmly told him that there was but 
one unfortunate circumstance for his discovery,—that 
the chemical facts were precisely the converse of what 
he had supposed them to be. ‘ Well, then,’ said the 
philosopher, ‘ have the goodness to tell me what they 
are, that I may explain them on my system.’”® We are 


a Garnier, Cours de Psychologie, B Traité des Systémes, chap. xii. 
Ῥ. 192-94. [Cf Ancillon, Nouv. Mé- Cuvres Philos., tom. iv. p. 146 (ed. 
langes, i. Ῥ. 1, et seq.] 1795). 
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naturally disposed to refer everything we do not know 
to principles with which we are familiar. As Aristotle 
observes,” the early Pythagoreans, who first studied 
arithmetic, were induced, by their scientific predilec- 
tions, to explain the problem of the universe by the 
properties of number ; and he notices also that a cer- 
tain musical philosopher was, in like manner, led to 
suppose that the soul was but a kind of harmony.? 
The musician suggests to my recollection a passage of 
Dr Reid. “ Mr Locke,” says he, “mentions an eminent 
musician who believed that God created the world in 
six days, and rested the seventh, because there are 
but seven notes in music. I myself,’ he continues, 
“knew one of that profession who thought that there 
could be only three parts in harmony—to wit, bass, 
tenor, and treble ; because there are but three persons 
in the Trinity.”” The alchemists would see in nature 
only a single metal, clothed with the different appear- 
ances which we denominate gold, silver, copper, iron, 
mercury, &c., and they confidently explained the mys- 
teries, not only of nature, but of religion, by salt, 
sulphur, and mercury. Some of our modern zoolo- 
gists recoil from the possibility of nature working on 
two different plans, and rather than renounce the 
unity which delights them, they insist on recognising 
the wings of insects in the gills of fishes, and the 
sternum of quadrupeds in the antenne of butterflies,— 
and all this that they may prove that man is only 
the evolution of a molluscum. Descartes saw in the 
physical world only matter and motion ;° and, more 


recently, it has been maintained that thought itself 


a Metaph., i. 5—Eb. y Intellectual Powers, Ess, vi. chap. 
B De Anima, i. 4; Plato, Pheedo, viii.; Coll. Works, p. 473. 
p. 86. The same theory was after- δ See Brucker, Hist. Philosophia, 
wards adopted by Aristotle’s own vol. iv. p. 677, εἰ seg.—Eb. 
pupil, Aristoxenus. See Cicero, Zusc. e Principia, pars 11. 23.—ED. 
Quest., i, 10.—Eb. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 73 


is only a movement of matter.“ Of all the faculties 
of the mind, Condillac recognised only one, which 
transformed itself like the Protean metal of the alche- 
mists ; and he maintains that our belief in the rising 
of to-morrow’s sun is a sensation.? It is this ten- 
dency, indeed, which has principally determined phi- 
losophers, as we shall hereafter see, to neglect or 
violate the original duality of consciousness ; in which, 
as an ultimate fact,—a self and not-self,—mind know- 
ing and matter known,—are given in counterpoise and 
mutual opposition; and hence the three Unitarian 
schemes of Materialism, Idealism, and Absolute Iden- 
tity.” In fine, Pantheism, or the doctrine which iden- 
tifies mind and matter,—the Creator and the creature, 
—God and the universe,—how are we to explain the 
prevalence of this modification of atheism in the most 
ancient and in the most recent times? Simply be- 
cause it carries our love of unity to its highest 
fruition. To sum up what has just been said in the 
words of Sir John Davies, a highly philosophic poet 
of the Elizabethan age :— 


“ Musicians think our souls are harmonies ; 
Physicians hold that they complexions be ; 
Epicures make them swarms of atomies : 
Which do by chance into our bodies flee. 


One thinks the soul is air ; another fire ; 
Another blood, diffus’d about the heart ; 
Another saith the elements conspire, 
And to her essence each doth yield a part. 


Some think one gen’ral soul fills every brain, 

As the bright sun sheds light in every star ; 
And others think the name of soul is vain, 

And that we only well-mix’d bodies are. 


a Priestley, Disquisitions relating B The preceding illustrations are 
to Matter and Spirit, sect. 111. p. 24, borrowed from Garnier, Psychologie, 
et seq. ; Free Discussion of Materialism p. 194.—Ep. 
and Necessity, pp. 258, 267, et seq.— Ύ See the Author's Supplementary 
Eb. Dissertations to Reid, Note C.—Eb. 
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Thus these great clerks their little wisdom show, 
While with their doctrines they at hazard play ; 
Tossing their light opinions to and fro, 
To mock the lewd, as learn’d in this as they ; 


For no craz’d brain could ever yet propound, 
Touching the soul so vain and fond a thought ; 
But some among these masters have been found, 

Which, in their schools, the self-same thing have taught.” 8 

To this love of unity—to this desire of reducing 
the objects of our knowledge to harmony and system 
—a source of truth and discovery if subservient to 
observation, but of error and delusion if allowed to 
dictate to observation what phenomena are to be 
perceived ; to this principle, I say, we may refer the 
influence which preconceived opinions exercise upon 
our perceptions and our judgments, by inducing us to 
see and require only what is in unison with them. 
What we wish, says Demosthenes, that we believe ; 7 
what we expect, says Aristotle, that we find “—truths 
which have been re-echoed by a thousand confessors, 
and confirmed by ten thousand examples. Opinions 
once adopted become part of the intellectual system 
of their holders. If opposed to prevalent doctrines, 
self-love defends them as a point of honour, exagge- 
rates whatever may confirm, overlooks or extenuates 
whatever may contradict. Again, if accepted as a 
general doctrine, they are too often recognised, in 
consequence of their prevalence, as indisputable truths, 
and all counter appearances peremptorily overruled as 
manifest illusions. Thus it is that men will not see 


a Lewd, according to Tooke, from y Βούλεται τοῦθ᾽ ἕκαστος καὶ οἴεται, 
Anglo-Saxon, Lewed, past participle Demosth. Olynth., iii. p. 68.—Ep. 
of Lewan, to mislead. It was formerly δ Ithet.,ii.1. Τῷ μὲν ἐπιθυμοῦντι καὶ 


applied to the (Jay) people in contra- εὐέλπιδι ὄντι, ἐὰν 7 τὸ ἐσόμενον ἡδὺ, 

distinction from the clergy. See καὶ ἔσεσθαι καὶ ἀγαθὸν ἔσεσθαι φαίνεται, 

Richardson, Eng. Dict., v. Lewd.—Ep. τῷ δ᾽ ἀπαθεῖ, καὶ δυσχεραίνοντι, τοὺν- 
B On the Immortality of the Soul, avtiov.—Ep. 

stanza 9, et seq. 
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in the phenomena what alone is to be seen; in their 
observations, they interpolate and they expunge ; and 
this mutilated and adulterated product they call a 
fact. And why? Because the real phenomena, if 
admitted, would spoil the pleasant music of their 
thoughts, and convert its factitious harmony into dis- 
cord. “πε: volunt sapiunt, et nolunt sapere que vera 
sunt.”“ In consequence of this, many a system, pro- 
fessing to be reared exclusively on observation and 
fact, rests in reality mainly upon hypothesis and 
fiction. A pretended experience is, indeed, the screen 
behind which every illusive doctrine regularly retires. 
“There are more false facts,” says Cullen,? “current 
in the world, than false theories ;”——and the livery of 
Lord Bacon has been most ostentatiously paraded by 
many who were no members of his household. Fact,— 
observation,—induction, have always been the watch- 
words of those who have dealt most extensively in 
fancy. It is now above three centuries since Agrippa, 
in his Vanity of the Sciences, observed of Astrology, 
Physiognomy, and Metoposcopy, (the Phrenology of 
those days), that experience was always professedly 
their only foundation and their only defence : “Solent 
omnes ill divinationum prodigiosze artes non, nisi 
experientiz titulo, se defendere et se objectionum 
vinculis extricare.”” It was on this ground, too, that, 
at a later period, the great Kepler vindicated the first 
of these arts, Astrology. For, said he, how could the 
principle of a science be false, where experience showed 
that its predictions were uniformly fulfilled ?° Now, 


a [St Hilarii, lib. viii, De Trini- vol. 1. ο. ii. art. iv., second edition.— 


tate, sub init. ] Ep. 
B For Cullen’s illustrations of the vy Opera, vol. ii. c. 82, p. 64. 
influence of a pretended experience 5 De Stella Nova, ce. 8, 10; Har- 


in Medicine, see his Materia Medica, monice Mundi, lib. iv. ο. 7,—Ep. 
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truth was with Kepler even as a passion; and his, 
too, was one of the most powerful intellects that ever 
cultivated and promoted a science. To him astronomy, 
indeed, owes perhaps even more than to Newton. And 
yet, even his great mind, preoccupied with a certain 
prevalent belief, could observe and judge only in con- 
formity with that belief. This tendency to look at 
realities only through the spectacles of an hypothesis, 
is perhaps seen most conspicuously in the fortunes of 
medicine. ‘The history of that science is, in truth, 
little else than an incredible narrative of the substi- 
tution of fictions for facts; the converts to an hypo- 
thesis, (and every, the most contradictory, doctrine has 
had its day), regularly seeing and reporting only in 
conformity with its dictates.“ The same is also true 
of the philosophy of mind; and the variations and 
alternations in this science, which are perhaps only 
surpassed by those in medicine, are to be traced to a 
refusal of the real phenomenon revealed in conscious- 
ness, and to the substitution of another, more in 
unison with preconceived opinions of what it ought to 
be. Nor, in this commutation of fact with fiction, 
should we suspect that there is any mala fides. Pre- 
judice, imagination, and passion, sufficiently explain 
the illusion. “Fingunt simul creduntque.”* “ When,” 
says Kant, “we have once heard a bad report of this 
or that individual, we incontinently think that we 
read the rogue in his countenance ; fancy here mingles 
with observation, which is still farther vitiated when 
affection or passion interferes.” 

«The passions,” says Helvetius,” “ not only concen- 
trate our attention on certain exclusive aspects of the 


a See the Author’s Article ‘On the B Tacitus, Hist., lib. ii. ὁ. 8.—Ep. 
Revolutions of Medicine,” Discussions, y Del Esprit, Discours i. chap. ii. 
p. 242.—Ep. 
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objects which they present, but they likewise often Lect. 
deceive us in showing these same objects where they = 
do not exist. The story is well known of a parson 

and a gay lady. They had both heard that the moon 

was peopled,—believed it,—and, telescope in hand, 
were attempting to discover the inhabitants. If I am 

not mistaken, says the lady, who looked first, I per- 
ceive two shadows; they bend toward each other, 
and, I have no doubt, are two happy lovers. Lovers, 
madam, says the divine, who looked second ; oh fie! 

the two shadows you saw are the two steeples of a 
cathedral. This story is the history of man. In 
general, we perceive only in things what we are de- 
sirous of finding: on the earth as in the moon, various 
prepossessions make us always recognise either lovers 

or cathedrals.” 

Such are the two intellectual necessities which afford Ausitiary 
the two principal sources of philosophy :—the intellec- phitsophy 
tual necessity of refunding effects into their causes ;* 
—and the intellectual necessity of carrying up our 
knowledge into unity or system. But, besides these 
intellectual necessities, which are involved in the very 
existence of our faculties of knowledge, there is another 
powerful subsidiary to the same effect,—in a certain 
affection of our capacities of feeling. This feeling, 
according to circumstances, is denominated surprise, 
astonishment, admiration, wonder, and, when blended 
with the intellectual tendencies we have considered, it 
obtains the name of curiosity. This feeling, though it 
cannot, as some have held, be allowed to be the prin- 
cipal, far less the only, cause of philosophy, is, how- 
ever, a powerful auxiliary to speculation; and, though 


a [This expression is employed by p. 222. Cf. pp. 144, 145.] 
Sergeant. See Method to Science, 
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LECT. inadequate to account for the existence of philosophy 
absolutely, it adequately explains the preference with 
which certain parts of philosophy have been cultivated, 
and the order in which philosophy in general has been 
developed. We may err both in exaggerating, and in 
extenuating, its influence. Wonder has been contemp- 
tuously called the daughter of ignorance; true, but 
wonder, we should add, is the mother of knowledge. 
Among others, Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch, and Bacon, 
have all concurred in testifying to the influence of this 
principle. “ Admiration,” says the Platonic Socrates 
in the Zheeteius,°—* admiration is a highly philoso- 
phical affection ; indeed, there is no other principle of 
philosophy but this.” — “ That philosophy,” says Aris- 
totle, “was not originally studied for any practical 
end, is manifest from those who first began to philo- 
sophise. It was, in fact, wonder which then, as now, 
determined men to philosophical researches. Among 
the phzenomena presented to them, their admiration 
was first directed to those more proximate and more 
on a level with their powers, and then rising by 
degrees, they came at length to demand an explana- 
tion of the higher pheenomena,—as the different states 
of the moon, sun, and stars, — and the origin of 
the universe. Now, to doubt and to be astonished, 
is to recognise our ignorance. Hence it is that the 
lover of wisdom is in a certain sort a lover of mythi, 
(φιλόμυθός πως), for the subject of mythi is the aston- 
ishing and marvellous. If, then, men philosophise to 
escape ignorance, it is clear that they pursue know- 
ledge on its own account, and not for the sake of any 
foreign utility. This is proved by the fact ; for it was 
only after all that pertained to the wants, welfare, 
a Ῥ, 155.—Ep. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 79 


and conveniences of life had been discovered,that men szcr. 
commenced their philosophical researches. It is, there- ae 
fore, manifest that we do not study philosophy for the 

sake of anything ulterior ; and, as we call him a free 

man who belongs to himself and not to another, so 
philosophy is of all sciences the only free or liberal 
study, for it alone is unto itself an end.” “—“ It is the 
business of philosophy,” says Plutarch, “to investigate, 

to admire, and to doubt.”® You will find in the first 
book of the De Augmentis of Bacon,” a recognition of 

the principle “admiratio est semen sapientiee,” and co- 
pious illustrations of its truth,—illustrations which I 

shall not quote, but they deserve your private study. 

No one, however, has so fully illustrated the play 
and effect of this motive as a distinguished philosopher 
of this country, Adam Smith ; although he has attri- 
buted too little to the principal, too much to the sub- 
sidiary momenta. He seems not to have been aware 
of what had been, previously to him, observed in regard 
to this principle by others. You will find the discus- 
sion among his posthumous essays, in that entitled The 
Principles which lead and direct Philosophical Inqui- 
ries, ulustrated by the History of Astronomy ;—to this 
I must simply refer you. 

We have already remarked, that the principle of Aftrds an 
wonder affords an explanation of the order in which Seon 
the different objects of philosophy engaged the atten- ara 
tion of mankind. The aim of all philosophy is the ie 
discovery of principles, that is, of higher causes ; but, 
in the procedure to this end, men first endeavoured 
to explain those phenomena which attracted their 


a Metaph., lib. i. c. 2. Seealso for φοῖς, vol. 11. p. 885 (ed. 1599) ; ἐπεὶ δὲ 
a passage to a similar effect, Rhetoric, τοῦ φιλοσοφεῖν, ἔφη, τὸ ζητεῖν, Td 
110. whee WI θαυμάζειν, καὶ ἀπορεῖν .---- Ep, 

B Plutarch, Περὶ τοῦ Εἰ τοῦ ἐν Δελ- Ύ Vol. viii. p. 8, (Montagu’s ed.) 
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attention by arousing their wonder. ‘The child is 
wholly absorbed in the observation of the world with- 
out ; the world within first engages the contemplation 
of the man. As it is with the individual, so was it 
with the species. Philosophy, before attempting the 
problem of intelligence, endeavoured to resolve the 
problem of nature. The spectacle of the external uni- 
verse was too imposing not first to solicit curiosity, and 
to direct upon itself the prelusive efforts of philosophy. 
Thales and Pythagoras, in whom philosophy finds its 
earliest representatives, endeavoured to explain the 
organisation of the universe, and to substitute a scien- 
tific for a religious cosmogony. for a season their 
successors toiled in the same course; and it was 
only after philosophy had tried, and tired, its forces 
on external nature, that the human mind recoiled upon 
itself, and sought in the study of its own nature the 
object and end of philosophy. The mind now became 
to itselfits point of departure, and its principal object ; 
and its progress, if less ambitious, was more secure. 
Socrates was he who first decided this new destination 
of philosophy. From his epoch man sought in him- 
self the solution of the great problem of existence, and 
the history of philosophy was henceforward only a de- 
velopment, more or less successful, more or less com- 
plete, of the inscription on the Delphic temple—Tvade 
oeavtov-—Know thyself.“ 


a Plato, Protagoras, p. 343.—Ep. Philosophie, p. 1.] 
[See Géruzez, Nouveau Cours de 
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LECTURE V. 


THE DISPOSITIONS WITH WHICH PHILOSOPHY OUGHT 
TO BE STUDIED. 


Havine, in the previous Lectures, informed you,—1’, LRCT, 
What Philosophy is, and 2°, What are its causes, [| ——— 
would now, in the third place, say a few words to you 
on the Dispositions with which Philosophy ought to 
be studied, for, without certain practical conditions, a 
speculative knowledge of the most perfect Method of 
procedure, (our next following question), remains bar- 
ren and unapplied. 

“To attam to a knowledge of ourselves,” says 
Socrates, “we must banish prejudice, passion, and 
sloth ;”* and no one who neglects this precept can 
hope to make any progress in the philosophy of the 
human mind, which is only another term for the 
knowledge of ourselves. 

In the first place, then, all prejudices,—that is, all First condi- 


Sie 5 : tion of the 
opinions formed on irrational grounds,—ought to be stuay of 


removed. <A preliminary doubt is thus the funda- δῦ τ 
mental condition of philosophy ; and the necessity of aca 
such a doubt is no less apparent than is its difficulty. 
We do not approach the study of philosophy igno- 
rant, but perverted. “There is no one who has not 
crown up under a load of beliefs—beliefs which he 
owes to the accidents of country and family, to the 
a [See Gatien-Arnoult, Doctrine Philosophique, p. 39. ] 
VOL. 1. " 
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books he has read, to the society he has frequented, to 
the education he has received, and, in general, to the 
circumstances which have concurred in the formation 
of his intellectual and moral habits. These beliefs 
may be true, or they may be false, or, what is more 
probable, they may be a medley of truths and errors. 
It is, however, under their influence that he studies, 
and through them, as through a prism, that he views 
and judges the objects of knowledge. Lverything is 
therefore seen by him in false colours, and in distorted 
relations. And this is the reason why philosophy, as 
the science of truth, requires a renunciation of preju- 
dices, (pree-judicia, opiniones pree-judicatze),—that is, 
conclusions formed without a previous examination of 
their grounds.”* In this, if I may without irreverence 
compare things human with things divine, Christianity 
and Philosophy coincide,—for truth is equally the end 
of both. What is the primary condition which our 
Saviour requires of his disciples ? That they throw off 
their old prejudices, and come with hearts willing to 
receive knowledge, and understandings open to con- 
viction. “ Unless,” He says, “ye become as little chil- 
dren, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven.” 
Such is true religion; such also is true philosophy. 
Philosophy requires an emancipation from the yoke of 
foreign authority, a renunciation of all blind adhesion 
to the opinions of our age and country, and a puri- 
fication of the intellect from all assumptive beliefs. 
Unless we can cast off the prejudices of the man, and 
become as children, docile and unperverted, we need 
never hope to enter the temple of philosophy. It is 
the neglect of this primary condition which has mainly 
occasioned men to wander from the unity of truth, and 


a [Gatien-Arnoult, Doct. Phil., pp. 39, 40. ] 
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caused the endless variety of religious and philoso- Lect. 
phical sects. Men would not submit to approach the ae 
word of God in order to receive from that alone their 
doctrine and their faith; but they came in general 

with preconceived opinions, and, accordingly, each 
found in revelation only what he was predetermined 

to find. So, in like manner, is it in philosophy. Con- Conscious. 
sciousness is to the philosopher what the Bible is to Be 
the theologian. Both are revelations of the truth,— 

and both afford the truth to those who are content 

to receive it, as it ought to be received, with rever- 

ence and submission. But as it has, too frequently, 

fared with the one revelation, so has it with the other. 

Men turned, indeed, to consciousness, and professed to 
regard its authority as paramount, but they were not 
content humbly to accept the facts which conscious- 

ness revealed, and to establish these without retrench- 

ment or distortion, as the only principles of their phi- 
losophy ; on the contrary, they came with opinions 
already formed, with systems already constructed, and 

while they eagerly appealed to consciousness when 

its data supported their conclusions, they made no 
scruple to overlook, or to misinterpret, its facts when 

these were not in harmony with their speculations. 

Thus religion and philosophy, as they both terminate 

in the same end, so they both depart from the same 
fundamental condition. “ Aditus ad regnum hominis, 

quod fundatur in scientiis, quam ad regnum ccelorum, 

in quod, nisi sub persona infantis, intrare non datur.”“ 

But the influence of early prejudice is the more Influence of 
dangerous, inasmuch as this influence is unobtrusive. dice unob- 
Few of us are, perhaps, fully aware of how little we ari 
owe to ourselves, — how much to the influence of 


α Bacon, Nov. Org., lib. i., aph. Ixviii. 
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others. “ Non licet,” says Seneca, “ire recta via ; 
trahunt in pravum parentes; trahunt servi; nemo 
errat uni sibi sed dementiam spargit in proximos, 
accipitque invicem. Et ideo, in singulis vitia popu- 
lorum sunt, quia illa populus dedit ; dum facit quis- 
que pejorem, factus est. Didicit deteriora, deinde 
docuit: effectaque est ingens illa nequitia, congesto 
in unum, quod cuique pessimum scitur. Sit ergo 
aliquis custos, et aurem subinde pervellat, abigatque 
rumores et reclamet populis laudantibus.” * 

Man is by nature a social animal. “He is more 
political,” says Aristotle, “than any bee or ant.”? But 
the existence of society, from a family to a state, sup- 
poses a certain harmony of sentiment among its mem- 
bers; and nature has, accordingly, wisely implanted in 
us a tendency to assimilate in opinions and habits of 
thought to those with whom we live and act. There 
is thus, in every society great or small, a certain gra- 
vitation of opinions towards a common centre. As, in 
our natural body, every part has a necessary sympathy 
with every other, and all together form, by their har- 
monious conspiration, a healthy whole; so, in the social 
body, there is always a strong predisposition in each 
of its members to act and think in unison with the 
rest. This universal sympathy, or fellow-feeling, of 
our social nature, is the principle of the different spirit 
dominant in different ages, countries, ranks, sexes, and 
periods of life. It is the cause why fashions, why po- 
litical and religious enthusiasm, why moral example, 
either for good or evil, spread so rapidly, and exert so 
powerful an influence. As men are naturally prone to 
imitate others, they consequently regard, as important 
or insignificant, as honourable or disgraceful, as true 


a Epist, xciv. B Polit., i. 2.—Ep. 
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or false, as good or bad, what those around them con- 
sider in the same light. They love and hate what they 
see others desire and eschew. This is not to be re- 
eretted ; it is natural, and, consequently, it is right. 
Indeed, were it otherwise, society could not subsist, for 
nothing can be more apparent than that mankind in 
general, destined as they are to occupations incom- 
patible with intellectual cultivation, are wholly incap- 
able of forming opinions for themselves on many of the 
most important objects of human consideration. If 
such, however, be the intentions of nature with respect 
to the unenlightened classes, it is manifest that a 
heavier obligation is thereby laid on those who enjoy 
the advantages of intellectual cultivation, to examine 
with diligence and impartiality the foundations of those 
opinions which have any connection with the welfare 
of mankind. If the multitude must be led, it is of 
consequence that it be led by enlightened conductors.“ 
That the great multitude of mankind are, by natural 
disposition, only what others are, is a fact at all times 
so obtrusive, that it could not escape observation from 
the moment a reflective eye was first turned upon 
man. “The whole conduct of Cambyses,” says Hero- 
dotus,? the father of history, “towards the Egyptian 
gods, sanctuaries, and priests, convinces me that this 
king was in the highest degree insane, for otherwise he 
would not have insulted the worship and holy things 
of the Egyptians. If any one should accord to all 
men the permission to make free choice of the best 
among all customs, undoubtedly each would choose 
his own. That this would certainly happen can be 
shown by many examples, and, among others, by the 


a See Stewart, Hlements, Introd. B Lib. iii. cc. 37, 38. 
Part ii. § 1; Works, vol. ii. p. 67.—Eb. 
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following. The King Darius once asked the Greeks 
who were resident in his court, at what price they 
could be induced to devour their dead parents. The 
Greeks answered, that to this no price could bribe 
them. Thereupon the king asked some Indians who 
were in the habit of eating their dead parents, what 
they would take not to eat but to burn them ; and the 
Indians answered even as the Greeks had done.” Hero- 
dotus concludes this narrative with the observation, 
that “Pindar had justly entitled Custom—the Queen 
of the World.” 

The ancient sceptics, from the conformity of men in 
every country, their habits of thinking, feeling, and 
acting, and from the diversity of different nations in 
these habits, inferred that nothing was by nature beau- 
tiful or deformed, true or false, good or bad, but that 
these distinctions originated solely in custom. The 
modern scepticism of Montaigne terminates in the same 
assertion ; and the sublime misanthropy of Pascal has 
almost carried him to a similar exaggeration. “In the 
just and the unjust,” says the latter, “ we find hardly 
anything which does not change its character in chang- 
ing its climate. Three degrees of an elevation of the 
pole reverses the whole of jurisprudence. A meridian 
is decisive of truth, and a few years of possession. Fun- 
damental laws change. Right has its epochs. A plea- 
sant justice which a river or a mountain limits. Truth, 
on this side the Pyrenees, error on the other!”* This 
doctrine is exaggerated, but it has a foundation in 
truth ; and the most zealous champions of the immu- 
tability of moral distinctions are unanimous in ac- 
knowledging the powerful influence which the opinions, 
tastes, manners, affections, and actions of the society 


a Pensées, partie 1. art. vi. § 8, (vol. 11. p. 126, ed. Faugére.) 
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in which we live, exert upon all and each of its mem- 
bers.* 
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Nor is this influence of man on man less unambi- This infu- 


ence of man 


guous in times of social tranquillity, than in crises of on man in 


times both 


social convulsion. In seasons of political and religious of tranquit- 


revolution, there arises a struggle between the resisting 
force of ancient habits and the contagious sympathy 
of new modes of feeling and thought. In one portion 
of society, the inveterate influence of custom prevails 
over the contagion of example; in others, the contagion 
of example prevails over the conservative force of an- 
tiquity and habit. In either case, however, we think 
and act always in sympathy with others. “ We re- 
main,” says an illustrious philosopher, “submissive so 
long as the world continues to set the example. As 
we follow the herd in forming our conceptions of what 
is respectable, so we are ready to follow the multitude 
also, when such conceptions come to be questioned or 
rejected ; and are no less vehement reformers, when 
the current of opinion has turned against former estab- 
lishments, than we were zealous abettors while that 
current continued to set in a different direction.”° 
Thus it is that no revolution in public opinion is 
the work of an individual, of a single cause, or of a 
day. When the crisis has arrived, the catastrophe 
must ensue; but the agents through whom it 15 ap- 
parently accomplished, though they may accelerate, 
cannot originate its occurrence. Who believes that 
but for Luther or Zwingli the Reformation would not 
have been? Their individual, their personal energy 
and zeal, perhaps, hastened by a year or two the event ; 


a See Meiners, Untersuchungen iiber servations in the text are borrowed. 
die Denkkriéfte und Willenskrafte des B Ferguson’s Moral and Political 
Menschen, ii. 325, et seq. (ed. 1806); Science, vol. i. parti. chap. § 11, p. 
from whom most of the preceding ob- 135. 
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but had the public mind not been already ripe for their 
revolt, the fate of Luther and Zwingli, in the sixteenth 
century, would have been that of Huss and Jerome of 
Prague in the fifteenth. Woe to the revolutionist who 
is not himself a creature of the revolution! If he an- 
ticipate, he is lost ; for it requires, what no individual 
can supply, a long and powerful counter-sympathy in 
a nation to untwine the ties of custom which bind a 
people to the established and the old. This is finely 
expressed by Schiller, in a soliloquy from the mouth 
of the revolutionary Wallenstein :— 


“ What is thy purpose? Hast thou fairly weighed it ? 
Thou seekest ev’n from its broad base to shake 
The calm enthroned majesty of power, 
By ages of possession consecrate— 
Firm rooted in the rugged soil of custom— 
And with the people’s first and fondest faith, 
As with a thousand stubborn tendrils twined. 
That were no strife where strength contends with strength. 
It is not strength I fear—tI fear no foe 
Whom with my bodily eye I see and scan ; 
Who, brave himself, inflames my courage too. 
It is an unseen enemy I dread, 
Who, in the hearts of mankind, fights against me— 
Fearful to me but from his own weak fear. 
Not that which proudly towers in life and strength 
Is truly dreadful ; but the mean and common, 
The memory of the eternal yesterday, 
Which, ever-warning, ever still returns, 
And weighs to-morrow, for it weighed to-day ; 
Out of the common is man’s nature framed, 
And custom is the nurse to whom he cleaves. 
Woe then to him whose daring hand profanes 
The honoured heir-looms of his ancestors ! 
There is a consecrating power in time ; 
And what is grey with years to man is godlike. 
Be in possession, and thou art in right ; 
The crowd will lend thee aid to keep it sacred.”” 


This may enable you to understand how seductive 
a The Death of Wallenstein, (translated by Mr George Moir,) Acti. scene 4. 
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is the influence of example; and I should have no LECT. 
end were I to quote to you all that philosophers have 
said of the prevalence and evil influence of prejudice 
and opinion. 

We have seen that custom is called, by Pindar and Testimonies 


of philoso- 


Herodotus, the Queen of the world—and the same phersto the 
thing is expressed by the adage—* Mundus regitur Boe 
opinionibus.” “Opinion,” says the great Pascal, “dis- Ὁ 
poses of all things. It constitutes beauty, justice, hap- 
pimess ; and these are the all in all of the world. I 

would with all my heart see the Italian book of which 

I know only the title,—a title, however, which is itself 

worth many books—Della opinione regina del mondo. 

I subscribe to it implicitly.” * “Coutume,” says Regnier, 


“ Coutume, opinion, reines de notre sort, 
Vous réglez des mortels, et la vie, et la mort!” 


“ Almost every opinion we have,” says the pious Char- 
ron, “ we have but by authority ; we believe, judge, 
act, live and die on trust, as common custom teaches 
us; and rightly, for we are too weak to decide and 
choose of ourselves. But the wise do not act thus.” 6 
“ Hvery opinion,’ says Montaigne, “is strong enough 
to have had its martyrs;”7 and Sir W. Raleigh— 
“Tt is opinion, not truth, that travelleth the world 
without passport.” ® “ Opinion,” says Heraclitus, “is a 
falling sickness ;” © and Luther—* O doxa! doxa! quam 
es communis noxa.” Ina word, as Hommel has it, 
“ An ounce of custom outweighs a ton of reason.’ ὃ 
Such being the recognised universality and evil ef- 


a Pensées, partie i. art. vi. § 3. [ Vol. 5 Preface to his History of the 
ii. p. 52,ed. Faugére. M. Faugére has World. 
restored the original text of Pascal— e Diog. Laert., lib. ix. § 7. 
“ Timagination dispose de tout.” The ¢[Alex. v. Joch (Hommel), Uber 
ordinary reading is L’opinion.—Ep.]  Belohnung und Strafe, p. 111. See 
B De la Sagesse, liv. i. chap. xvi. Krug, Philosophisches Lexikon, vol. v. 
y Essais, liv. i. chap. xl. p. 467, art. Gewohnheit.] 
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fect of prejudice, philosophers have, consequently, been 
unanimous in making doubt the first step towards phi- 
losophy. Aristotle has a fine chapter in his Metaphy- 
8105.“ on the utility of doubt, and on the things which 
we ought first to doubt of ; and he concludes by es- 
tablishing that the success of philosophy depends on 
the art of doubting well. This is even enjoined on us 
by the Apostle. For in saying “ Prove” (which may be 
more correctly translated test)—‘ Test all things,” he 
implicitly commands us to doubt all things. 

“ He,” says Bacon, “ who would become philosopher, 
must commence by repudiating belief ;”* and he con- 
cludes one of the most remarkable passages of his 
writings with the observation, that “ were there a 
single man to be found with a firmness sufficient to 
efface from his mind the theories and notions vulgarly 
received, and to apply his intellect free and without 
prevention, the best hopes might be entertained of his 
success.’ “ΤῸ philosophise,” says Descartes, “ seri- 
ously, and to good effect, it is necessary for a man to 
renounce all prejudices ; in other words, to apply the 
greatest care to doubt of all his previous opinions, 
so long as these have not been subjected to a new 
examination, and been recognised as true.” But it 
is needless to multiply authorities in support of so 


a Lib. ii. c. 1.—Ep. 

B This saying is attributed by Ga- 
tien-Arnoult to Diderot. See Doct. 
Phil., p. 39.—Ep. 

vy “ Nemo adhue tanta mentis con- 
stantia inventus est, ut decreverit, et 
sibi imposuerit, theorias et notiones 
communes penitus abolere, et intellec- 
tum abrasum et equum ad particula- 
ria, de integro, applicare. Itaque illa 
ratio humana quam habemus, ex mul- 
ta fide, et multo etiam casu, nec non 
ex puerilibus, quas primo hausimus, 


notionibus, farrago quedam est, et 
congeries. Quod siquis «tate matura, 
et sensibus integris, et mente repur- 
gata, se ad experientiam, et ad particu- 
laria de integro applicet, de eo melius 
sperandum est.”’—WNov. Org., i. aph. 
xevii. ; Works, vol. ix. p. 252, (Monta- 
gu’s ed.) Seealso omnino Nov. Org., 1. 
aph. Ixviii. 

δ Prin. Phil., pars i. § 75. [ἢ 
Clauberg, De Dubitatione Cartesiana, 
ce, 1. 11. Opera, p. 11381.—Ep.] 
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obvious a truth. The ancient philosophers refused to Lect. 
admit slaves to their instruction. Prejudice makes ὡς 
men slaves; it disqualifies them for the pursuit of 
truth ; and their emancipation from prejudice is what 
philosophy first inculcates on, what it first requires 
of, its disciples.“ Let us, however, beware that we 
act not the part of revolted slaves; that in asserting 
our liberty we do not run into licence. Philosophical Phitosophi- 
doubt is not an end but a mean. We doubt in 

order that we may believe; we begin that we may 

not end with doubt. We doubt once that we may 
believe always; we renounce authority that we may 

follow reason ; we surrender opinion that we may 
obtain knowledge. We must be protestants, not in- 

fidels, in philosophy. “There is a great difference,” ae 
says Malebranche, “between doubting and doubting. Ὁ 
We doubt through passion and brutality ; through 
blindness and malice, and finally through fancy and 

from the very wish to doubt; but we doubt also from 
prudence and through distrust, from wisdom and 
through penetration of mind. The former doubt is a 

doubt of darkness, which never issues to the hght, but 

leads us always further from it; the latter is a doubt 

which is born of the light, and which aids in a certain 

sort to produce light in its turn.”® Indeed, were the 

effect of philosophy the establishment of doubt, the 
remedy would be worse than the disease. Doubt, as 

a permanent state of mind, would be, in fact, little 

better than an intellectual death. ‘The mind lives as 

it believes, —it lives in the affirmation of itself, of 
nature, and of God; a doubt upon any one of these 

would be a diminution of its life, 


a doubt upon the 


a [Cf. Gatien-Arnoult, Dect. Phil., B Recherche de la Vérité, liv. i. 
p- 41.] chap. xx. ὃ 3. 


LECT. 
VF. 


Stewart. 


92 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


three, were it possible, would be tantamount to a men- 
tal annihilation. It is well observed, by Mr Stewart, 
“that it is not merely in order to free the mind from 
the influence of error, that it is useful to examine the 
foundation of established opinions. It is such an 
examination alone, that, in an inquisitive age like the 
present, can secure a philosopher from the danger of 
unlimited scepticism. ΤῸ this extreme, indeed, the 
complexion of the times is more likely to give him 
a tendency, than to implicit credulity. In the for- 
mer ages of ignorance and superstition, the intimate 
association which had been formed, in the prevailing 
systems of education, between truth and error, had 
given to the latter an ascendant over the minds of 
men, which it could never have acquired if divested 
of such an alliance. The case has, of late years, 
been most remarkably reversed: the common sense 
of mankind, in consequence of the growth of a more 
liberal spirit of inquiry, has revolted against many of 
those absurdities which had so long held human reason 
in captivity ; and it was, perhaps, more than could 
have been reasonably expected, that, in the first mo- 
ments of their emancipation, philosophers should have 
stopped short at the precise boundary which cooler 
reflection and more moderate views would have pre- 
scribed. The fact is, that they have passed far beyond 
it; and that, in their zeal to destroy prejudices, they 
have attempted to tear up by the roots many of the 
best and happiest and most essential principles of our 
nature. That implicit credulity 15 a mark of a feeble 
mind, will not be disputed ; but it may not, perhaps, 
be as generally acknowledged, that the case is the 
same with unlimited scepticism: on the contrary, we 
are sometimes apt to ascribe this disposition to a more 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 93 


than ordinary vigour of intellect. Such a prejudice 
was by no means unnatural, at that period in the 
history of modern Europe, when reason first began to 
throw off the yoke of authority, and when it unques- 
tionably required a superiority of understanding, as 
well as of intrepidity, for an individual to resist the 
contagion of prevailing superstition. But, in the pre- 
sent age, in which the tendency of fashionable opinions 
is directly opposite to those of the vulgar, the philo- 
sophical creed, or the philosophical scepticism, of by 
far the greater number of those who value themselves 
on an emancipation from popular errors, arises from 
the very same weakness with the credulity of the mul- 
titude ; nor is it going too far to say, with Rousseau, 
that ‘he who, in the end of the eighteenth century, 
has brought himself to abandon all his early principles 
without discrimination, would probably have been a 
bigot in the days of the League. In the midst of 
these contrary impulses of fashionable and vulgar 
prejudices, he alone evinces the superiority and the 
strenoth of his mind, who is able to disentangle truth 
from error; and to oppose the clear conclusions of 
his own unbiassed faculties to the united clamours of 
superstition and of false philosophy. Such are the 
men whom nature marks out to be the lights of the 
world; to fix the wavering opinions of the multitude, 
and to impress their own characters on that of their 
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In a word, philosophy is, as Aristotle has justly aristotle. 


expressed it, not the art of doubting, but the art of 
doubting well.? 


a Hlements, vol.i. book ii. $1; Coll. πορῆσαι καλῶς" ἣ yap ὕστερον εὐπορία 
Works, vol. ii. p. 68 et seqg.—ED. λύσις τῶν πρότερον ἀπορουμένων ἐστί, 

B Metaph., ii. 1. Ἔστι δὲ τοῖς εὐ. λύειν δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀγνοοῦντας τὸν δεσ- 
πορῆσαι βουλομένοις προὔργου τὸ δα- μόν.-- ΤΡ. 
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LECT. In the second place, in obedience to the precept of _ 

Vis . . - 
Socrates, the passions, under which we shall include 
Second sloth, ought to be subjugated. 


practical 


“time ‘hese ruffle the tranquillity of the mind, and conse- 
jenene quently deprive it of the power of carefully consider- 
ing all that the solution of a question requires should 
be examined. A man under the agitation of any 
lively emotion, is hardly aware of aught but what has 
immediate relation to the passion which agitates and 
engrosses him. Among the affections which influence 
the will, and induce it to adhere to scepticism or error, 

Sloth. there is none more dangerous than sloth. The greater 
proportion of mankind are inclined to spare themselves 
the trouble of a long and laborious inquiry ; or they 
fancy that a superficial examination is enough ; and 
the slightest agreement between a few objects, in a 
few petty points, they at once assume as evincing the 
correspondence of the whole throughout. Others apply 
themselves exclusively to the matters which it is 
absolutely necessary for them to know, and take no 
account of any opinion but that which they have 
stumbled on,—for no other reason than that they have 
embraced it, and are unwilling to recommence the 
labour of learning. They receive their opinion on the 
authority of those who have had suggested to them 
their own; and they are always facile scholars, for 
the slightest probability is, for them, all the evidence 
that they require. 

Pride. Pride is a powerful impediment to a progress in 
knowledge. Under the influence of this passion, men 
seek honour but not truth. They do not cultivate 
what is most valuable in reality, but what is most 
valuable in opinion. They disdain, perhaps, what can 
be easily accomplished, and apply themselves to the 
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obseure and recondite ; but as the vulgar and easy 15 
the foundation on which the rare and arduous is built, 
they fail even in attaining the object of their ambition, 
and remain with only a farrago of confused and ill- 
assorted notions. In all its phases, self-love is an 
enemy to philosophical progress ; and the history of 
philosophy is filled with the illusions of which it has 
been the source. On the one side, it has led men to 
close their eyes against the most evident truths which 
were not in harmony with their adopted opinions. 
It is said that there was not a physician in Kurope, 
above the age of forty, who would admit Harvey’s 
discovery of the circulation of the blood. On the 
other hand, it is finely observed by Bacon, that “the 
eye of human intellect is not dry, but receives a suffu- 
sion from the will and from the affections, so that it 
may almost be said to engender any sciences it pleases. 
For what a man wishes to be true, that he prefers be- 
lieving.”* And, in another place, “if the human intel- 
lect hath once taken a liking to any doctrine, either 
because received and credited, or because otherwise 
pleasing,—it draws everything else into harmony with 
that doctrine, and to its support; and albeit there 
may be found a more powerful array of contradictory 
instances, these, however, it either does not observe, 
or it contemns, or by distinction extenuates and 
rejects.” β 


a Nov. Org., lib. i. aph. xlix. B Ibid., aph. xlvi. 
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mC TUE ΥἹ. 
THE METHOD OF PHILOSOPHY. 


THE next question we proceed to consider is;—What 


- ᾿ is the true Method or Methods of Philosophy 4 


Method a 
progress to- 
wards an 
end, 


Philosophy 
has but one 
possible 
method. 


There is only one possible method in philosophy ; 
and what have been called the different methods of 
different philosophers, vary from each other only as 
more or less perfect applications of this one Method 
to the objects of knowledge. 

All method® is a rational progress, — a progress 
towards an end; and the method of philosophy is the 
procedure conducive to the end which philosophy pro- 
poses. The ends,—the final causes,—of philosophy, as 
we have seen, are two;—first, the discovery of efficient 
causes, secondly, the generalisation of our knowledge 
into unity ;—two ends, however, which fall together 
into one, inasmuch as the higher we proceed in the 
discovery of causes, we necessarily approximate more 
and more to unity. The detection of the one in the 
many might, therefore, be laid down as the end to 
which philosophy, though it can never reach it, tends 
continually to approximate. But, considering philo- 

a [On the difference between Order Methodus ut unam per aliam.” Cf. 
and Method, see Facciolati, Rudimenta Zabarella, Op. Log., pp. 189, 149, 223, 
Logica, pars iv. c. 1, note: “Methodus 225; Molinzus, Log., p. 234 et seq. 


differt ab Ordine; quia ordo facit p, 244 et seq., ed. 1613.] 
ut rem unam discamus post aliam ; 
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sophy in relation to both these ends, I shall endeavour “Ect. 
to show you that it has only one possible method. 
Considering philosophy, in the first place, in relation This shown 
to its first end,—the discovery of causes,—we have to the fost 
seen that causes, (taking that term as synonymous losophy. 
for all without which the effect would not be), are 
only the coefficients of the effect; an effect being 
nothing more than the sum or complement of all the 
partial causes, the concurrence of which constitute its 
existence. This being the case,—and as it is only 
by experience that we discover what particular causes 
must conspire to produce such or such an effect,— 
it follows, that nothing can become known to us as 
a cause except in and through its effect; in other 
words, that we can only attain to the knowledge 
of a cause by extracting it out of its effect. To 
take the example we formerly employed, of a neutral 
salt. This, as I observed, is made up by the con- 
junction of three proximate causes, —viz., an acid, 
—an alkali,— and the force which brought the 
alkali and the acid into the requisite approxima- 
tion. This last, as a transitory condition, and not 
always the same, we shall throw out of account. 
Now, though we might know the acid and the alkali 
in themselves as distinct phzenomena, we could never 
know them as the concurrent causes of the salt, 
unless we had known the salt as their effect. And 
though, in this example, it happens that we are able 
to compose the effect by the union of its causes, and 
to decompose it by their separation,—this is only 
an accidental circumstance ; for the far greater num- 
ber of the objects presented to our observation, can 
only be decomposed, but not actually recomposed, and 
in those which can be recomposed, this possibility is 
VOL. 1. G 
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itself only the result of a knowledge of the causes pre- 
viously obtained by an original decomposition of the 
effect. 

In so far, therefore, as philosophy is the research of 
causes, the one necessary condition of its possibility 
is the decomposition of effects into their constituted 
causes. ‘This is the fundamental procedure of philo- 
sophy, and is called by a Greek term Analysis. But 
though analysis be the fundamental procedure, it is 
still only a mean towards an end. We analyse only 
that we may comprehend ; and we comprehend only 
inasmuch as we are able to reconstruct in thought the 
complex effects which we have analysed into their 
elements. This mental reconstruction is, therefore, the 
final, the consummative procedure of philosophy, and. 
it is familarly known by the Greek term Synthesis. 
Analysis and synthesis, though commonly treated as 
two different methods, are, if properly understood, 
only the two necessary parts of the same method. 
Each is the relative and the correlative of the other. 
Analysis, without a subsequent synthesis, is incom- 
plete ; it is a mean cut off from its end. Synthesis, 
without a previous analysis, is baseless ; for synthesis 
receives from analysis the elements which it recom- 
poses. And, as synthesis supposes analysis as the pre- 
requisite of its possibility, so it is also dependent on 
analysis for the qualities of its existence. The value 
of every synthesis depends upon the value of the fore- 
going analysis. If the precedent analysis afford false 
elements, the subsequent synthesis of these elements 
will necessarily afford a false result. If the elements 
furnished by analysis are assumed, and not really dis- 
covered,—in other words, if they be hypothetical,—the 
synthesis of these hypothetical elements will consti- 
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tute only a conjectural theory. The legitimacy of 
every synthesis is thus necessarily dependent on the 
legitimacy of the analysis which it presupposes, and on 
which it founds. 

These two relative procedures are thus equally ne- 
cessary to each other. On the one hand, analysis 
without synthesis affords only a commenced, only an 
incomplete, knowledge. On the other, synthesis with- 
out analysis is a false knowledge,—that is, no know- 
ledge at all. Both, therefore, are absolutely necessary 
to philosophy, and both are, in philosophy, as much 
parts of the same method as, in the animal body, in- 
spiration and expiration are of the same vital func- 
tion. But though these operations are each requisite 
to the other, yet were we to distinguish and compare 
what ought only to be considered as conjoined, it is to 
analysis that the preference must be accorded. An 
analysis is always valuable ; for though now without 
a synthesis, this synthesis may at any time be added ; 
whereas a synthesis without a previous analysis is 
radically and ab initio null. 

So far, therefore, as regards the first end of philoso- 
phy, or the discovery of causes, it appears that there is 
only one possible method,—that method of which ana- 
lysis is the foundation, synthesis the completion. In 
the second place, considering philosophy in relation to 
its second end,—the carrying up our knowledge into 
unity,—the same is equally apparent. 

Everything presented to our observation, whether 
external or internal, whether through sense or self- 
consciousness, is presented in complexity. Through 
sense, the objects crowd upon the mind in multitudes, 
and each separate individual of these multitudes is 
itself a congeries of many various qualities. The same 
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is the case with the phenomena of self-consciousness. 
Every modification of mind is a complex state ; and 
the different elements of each state manifest them- 
selves only in and through each other. Thus, nothing 
but multiplicity is ever presented to our observation ; 
and yet our faculties are so limited that they are able 
to comprehend at once only the very simplest con- 
junctions. There seems, therefore, a singular dispro- 
portion between our powers of knowledge and the 
objects to be known. How is the equilibrium to be 
restored? This is the great problem proposed by na- 
ture, and which analysis and synthesis, in combination, 
enable us to solve. For example, I perceive a tree, 
among other objects of an extensive landscape, and 1 
wish to obtain a full and distinct conception of that 
tree. What ought I to do? Divide et tmpera: I 
must attend to it by itself, that is, to the exclusion of 
the other constituents of the scene before me. I thus 
analyse that scene; I separate a petty portion of it 
from the rest, in order to consider that portion apart. 
But this is not enough, the tree itself is not a unity, 
but, on the contrary, a complex assemblage of ele- 
ments, far beyond what my powers can master at 
once. I must carry my analysis still farther. Accord- 
ingly, 1 consider successively its height, its breadth, 
its shape ; I then proceed to its trunk, rise from that 
to its branches, and follow out its different ramifica- 
tions ; I now fix my attention on the leaves, and 
severally examine their form, colour, ὅθ. It is only 
after having thus, by analysis, detached all these 
parts, in order to deal with them one by one, that I 
am able, by reversing the process, fully to compre- 
hend them again in a series of synthetic acts. By 
synthesis, rising from the ultimate analysis step by 
step, I view the parts in relation to each other, and, 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 101 


finally, to the whole of which they are the constituents; Lecr, 
I reconstruct them ; and it is only through these two ae 
counter-processes of analysis and synthesis that I am 

able to convert the confused perception of the tree, 
which I obtained at first sight, into a clear, and dis- 

tinct, and comprehensive knowledge.* 

But if analysis and synthesis be required to afford 
us a perfect knowledge even of one individual object of 
sense, still more are they required to enable the mind 
to reduce an indefinite multitude of objects,—the infi- 
nitude we may say of nature,—to the limits of its own 
finite comprehension. ‘To accomplish this, it is requi- 
site to extract the one out of the many, and thus to 
recall multitude to unity,—confusion to order. And 
how is this performed? The one in the many being 
that in which a plurality of objects agree,—that 15, 
may be considered as the same; and the agreement 
of objects in any common quality being discoverable 
only by an observation and comparison of the objects 
themselves; it follows that a knowledge of the one can 
only be evolved out of a foregoing knowledge of the 
many. But this evolution can only be accomplished 
by an analysis and a synthesis. By analysis, from the 
infinity of objects presented to our observation, we 
select some. ‘These we consider apart, and, further, 
only in certain points of view,—and we compare these 
objects with others also considered in the same points 
of view. So far the procedure is analytic. Having 
discovered, however, by this observation and compa- 
rison, that certain objects agree in certain respects, we 
generalise the qualities in which they coincide,—that 
is, from a certain number of individual instances we 
infer a general law ; we perform what is called an act 
of Induction. This induction is erroneously viewed Induction, 


a [On the subject of analysis and synthesis, compare Condillac, Logique, cc. i. il. 
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as analytic; it is purely a synthetic process.“ For 
example, from our experience,—and all experience, be 
it that of the individual or of mankind, is only finite, 
—from our limited experience, I say, that bodies, as 
observed by us, attract each other, we infer by induc- 
tion the unlimited conclusion that all bodies gravi- 
tate towards each other. Now, here the consequent 
contains much more than was contained in the an- 
tecedent. Experience, the antecedent, only says, and 
only can say, this, that, and the other body gravi- 
tate, (that is, some bodies gravitate); the consequent 
educed from that antecedent says,—all bodies gravi- 
tate. The antecedent is limited, the consequent un- 
limited. Something, therefore, has been added to the 
antecedent in order to legitimate the inference, if we 
are not to hold the consequent itself as absurd ; for, 
as you will hereafter learn, no conclusion must con- 
tain more than was contained in the premises from 
which it is drawn. What then is this something ? 
If we consider the inductive process, this will be at 
once apparent. 

The affirmation, this, that, and the other body gra- 
vitate, is connected with the affirmation, all bodies 
gravitate, only by inserting between the two a third 
affirmation, by which the two other affirmations are 
connected into reason and consequent,—that is, into a 
logical cause and effect. What that is I shall explain. 
All scientific induction is founded on the presumption 
that nature is uniform in her operations. Of the 
ground and origin of this presumption, I am not now 

a It may be considered as the one simpler and more convenient point of 
or the other, according as the whole view; and in this respect Induction is 
and its parts are viewed in the rela- properly synthetic. See the Author's 


tions of comprehension or of exten- Discussions, p. 173.—Eb. 
sion. The latter, however, is the 
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to speak. I shall only say, that, as it is a principle 
which we suppose in all our inductions, it cannot be 
itself a product of induction. It is, therefore, inter- 
polated in the inductive reasoning by the mind itself. 
In our example the reasoning will, accordingly, run 
as follows : 

This, that, and the other body, (some bodies), are 
observed to gravitate ; 

But, (as nature is uniform in her operations), this, 
that, and the other body, (some bodies), represent all 
bodies ; 

Therefore all bodies gravitate. 

Now, in this and other examples of induction, it 
is the mind which binds up the separate substances 
observed and collected into a whole, and converts what 
is only the observation of many particulars into a uni- 
versal law. ‘This procedure is manifestly synthetic. 

Now, you will remark that analysis and synthesis 
are here absolutely dependent on each other. The 
previous observation and comparison, — the analytic 
foundation,—are only instituted for the sake of the 
subsequent induction,—the synthetic consummation. 
What boots it to observe and to compare, if the 
uniformities we discover among objects are never 
generalised into laws? We have obtained an histo- 
rical, but not a philosophical, knowledge. Here, there- 
fore, analysis without synthesis is incomplete. On the 
other hand, an induction which does not proceed upon a 
competent enumeration of particulars, is either doubt- 
ful, improbable, or null; for all synthesis is dependent 
on a foregone analysis for whatever degree of certainty 
it may pretend to. Thus, considering philosophy in 
relation to its second end, unity or system, it is mani- 
fest, that the method by which it accomplishes that 
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end, is a method involving both an analytic and a 
synthetic process. 

Now, as philosophy has only one possible method, 
so the History of philosophy only manifests the con- 
ditions of this one method, more or less accurately 
fulfilled. ‘There are aberrations in the method,—no 
aberrations from it. 

“ Philosophy commenced with the first act of reflec- 
tion on the objects of sense or self-consciousness, for 
the purpose of explaining them. And with that first 
act of reflection, the method of philosophy began, in 
its application of an analysis, and in its application of 
a synthesis, to its object. The first philosophers na- 
turally endeavoured to explain the enigma of external 
nature. The magnificent spectacle of the material uni- 
verse, and the marvellous demonstrations of power and 
wisdom which it everywhere exhibited, were the objects 
which called forth the earliest efforts of speculation. 
Philosophy was thus, at its commencement, physical, 
not psychological ; it was not the problem of the soul, 
but the problem of the world, which it first attempted 
to solve. 

“ And what was the procedure of philosophy in its 
solution of this problem? Did it first decompose the 
whole into its parts, in order again to reconstruct 
them into a system? This it could not accomplish ; 
but still it attempted this, and nothing else. A com- 
plete analysis was not to be expected from the first 
efforts of intelligence ; its decompositions were neces- 
sarily partial and imperfect ; a partial and imperfect 
analysis afforded only hypothetical elements ; and the 
synthesis of these elements issued, consequently, only 
in a one-sided or erroneous theory. 

* Thales, the founder of the Ionian philosophy, de- 
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voted an especial study to the phenomena of the ΠΟΤ. 
material universe ; and, struck with the appearances 

of power which water manifested in the formation of Th#les and 
bodies, he analysed all existences into this element, Sebel. 
which he viewed as the universal principle,—the uni- 

versal agent of creation. He proceeded by an incom- 

plete analysis, and generalised by hypothesis the law 

which he drew by induction from the observation of a 

small series of pheenomena. 

“The Ionic school continued in the same path. They 
limited themselves to the study of external nature, and 
sought in matter the principle of existence. Anaxi- 
mander of Miletus, the countryman and disciple of 
Thales, deemed that he had traced the primary cause 
of creation to an ethereal principle, which occupied 
space, and whose different combinations constituted 
the universe of matter. Anaximenes found the ori- 
ginal element in air, from which, by rarefaction and 
condensation, he educed existences. Anaxagoras car- 
ried his analysis farther, and made a more discreet 
use of hypothesis; he rose to the conception of an 
intelligent first cause, distinct from the phenomena 
of nature; and his notion of the Deity was so far 
above the gross conceptions of his contemporaries, 
that he was accused of atheism. 

“ Pythagoras, the founder of the Italic school, ana- Pythagoras 


and the 


lysed the properties of number; and the relations which Ταῖς 
this analysis revealed, he elevated into principles of ὁ 
the mental and material universe. Mathematics were 
his only objects; his analysis was partial, and his 
synthesis was consequently hypothetical. ‘The Italic 
school developed the notions of Pythagoras, and, ex- 
clusively preoccupied with the relations and harmonies 


of existence, its disciples did not extend their specu- 
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lation to the consideration either of substance or of 
cause. 

“Thus, these earlier schools, taking external nature 
for their point of departure, proceeded by an imperfect 
analysis, and a presumptuous synthesis, to the con- 
struction of exclusive systems,—in which Idealism, or 
Materialism, preponderated, according to the kind of 
data on which they founded. 

“The Eleatic school, which is distinguished into 
two branches, the one of Physical, the other of Meta- 
physical, speculation, exhibits the same character, the 
same point of departure, the same tendency, and the 
same errors. 

“ These errors led to the scepticism of the Sophists, 
which was assailed by Socrates,—the sage who deter- 
mined a new epoch in philosophy by directing obser- 
vation on man himself; and henceforward the study 
of mind becomes the prime and central science of 
philosophy. 

“The point of departure was changed, but not the 
method. The observation or analysis of the human 
mind, though often profound, remained always incom- 
plete. Fortunately, the first disciples of Socrates, imi- 
tating the prudence of their master, and warned by 
the downfall of the systems of the Ionic, Italic, and 
Eleatic schools, made a sparing use of synthesis, and 
hardly a pretension to system. 

“ Plato and Aristotle directed their observation on 
the phzenomena of intelligence, and we cannot too 
highly admire the profundity of their analysis, and 
even the sobriety of their synthesis. Plato devoted 
himself more particularly to the higher faculties of 
intelligence ; and his disciples were led, by the love 
of generalisation, to regard as the intellectual whole 
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those portions of intelligence which their master had 
analysed; and this exclusive spirit gave birth to sys- 
tems false, not in themselves, but as resting upon a 
too narrow basis. Aristotle, on the other hand, whose 
genius was of a more positive character, analysed with 
admirable acuteness those operations of mind which 
stand in more immediate relation to the senses ; and 
this tendency, which among his followers became often 
exclusive and exaggerated, naturally engendered sys- 
tems which more or less tended to materialism.”* 

The school of Alexandria, in which the systems 
resulting from these opposite tendencies were com- 
bined, endeavoured to reconcile and to fuse them into 
a still more comprehensive system. Hclecticism,— 
conciliation,—union, were, in all things, the grand aim 
of the Alexandrian school. Geographically situated 
between Greece and Asia, it endeavoured to ally 
Greek with Asiatic genius, religion with philosophy. 
Hence the Neoplatonic system, of which the last great 
representative is Proclus. This system is the result 
of the long labour of the Socratic schools. It is an 
edifice reared by synthesis out of the materials which 
analysis had collected, proved, and accumulated, from 
Socrates down to Plotinus. 

But a synthesis is of no greater value than its rela- 
tive analysis; and as the analysis of the earlier Greek 
philosophy was not complete, the synthesis of the 
Alexandrian school was necessarily imperfect. 

In the scholastic philosophy, analysis and observa- 
tion were too often neglected in some departments of 
philosophy, and too often carried rashly to excess in 
others. 

After the revival of letters, during the fifteenth 


a Géruzez, Nouveau Cours de Philosophie, p. 4-8. Paris, 1834, (2d ed.) 
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and sixteenth centuries, the labours of philosophy 
were principally occupied in restoring and illustrating 
the Greek systems; and it was not until the seven- 
teenth century, that a new epoch was determined by 
the genius of Bacon and Descartes. In Bacon and 
Descartes our modern philosophy may be said to ori- 
ginate, inasmuch as they were the first who made the 
doctrine of method a principal object of consideration. 
They both proclaimed, that, for the attainment of 
scientific knowledge, it is necessary to observe with 
care,—that is, to analyse ; to reject every element as 
hypothetical, which this analysis does not spontane- 
ously afford ; to call in experiment in aid of observa- 
tion ; and to attempt no synthesis or generalisation, 
until the relative analysis has been completely accom- 
plished. They showed that previous philosophers had 
erred, not by rejecting either analysis or synthesis, 
but by hurrying on to synthetic induction from a 
limited or specious analytic observation. They pro- 
pounded no new method of philosophy, they only 
expounded the conditions of the old. They showed 
that these conditions had rarely been fulfilled by phi- 
losophers in time past; and exhorted them to their 
fulfilment in time to come. ‘They thus explained the 
petty progress of the past philosophy; and justly 
anticipated a gigantic advancement for the future. 
Such was their precept, but such unfortunately was 
not their example. ‘There are no philosophers who 
merit so much in the one respect ; none, perhaps, who 
deserve less in the other. 

Of philosophy since Bacon and Descartes, we at 
present say nothing. Of that we shall hereafter have 
frequent occasion to speak, But to sum up what this 
historical sketch was intended to illustrate. There is 
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but one possible method of philosophy,—a combina- 
tion of analysis and synthesis; and the purity and 
equilibrium of these two elements constitute its per- 
fection. The aberrations of philosophy have been all 
so many violations of the laws of this one method. 
Philosophy has erred, because it built its systems 
upon incomplete or erroneous analysis; and it can 
only proceed in safety, if, from accurate and unexclu- 
sive observation, it rise, by successive generalisation, 
to a comprehensive system. 
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LECTURE. ΝΗ. 
THE DIVISIONS OF PHILOSOPHY. 


I HAVE already endeavoured to afford you a general 
notion of what Philosophy comprehends: I now pro- 
ceed to say something in regard to the Parts into 
which it has been divided. Here, however, I must 
limit myself to the most famous distributions, and to 
those which, as founded on fundamental principles, 
it more immediately concerns you to know. For, were 
I to attempt an enumeration of the various Divisions . 
of Philosophy which have been proposed, I should ᾿ 
only confuse you with a multitude of contradictory 
opinions, with the reasons of which you could not, at 
present, possibly be made acquainted. 

Seneca, in a letter to his young friend Lucilius, 
expresses the wish that the whole of philosophy might, 
like the spectacle of the universe, be at once submit- 
ted to our view. “ Utinam, quemadmodum universi 
mundi facies in conspectum venit, ita philosophia tota 
nobis posset occurrere, simillimum mundo spectacu- 
lum.”* But as we cannot survey the universe at a 
glance, neither can we contemplate the whole of philo- 
sophy in one act of consciousness. We can only master 
it gradually and piecemeal; and this is in fact the 
reason why philosophers have always distributed their 


a Hpist. \xxxix. 
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science, (constituting, though it does, one organic 
whole), into a plurality of sciences. ‘The expediency, 
and even necessity, of a division of philosophy, in order 
that the mind may be enabled to embrace in one 
general view its various parts, in their relation to each 
other, and to the whole which they constitute, is ad- 
mitted by every philosopher. “Res utilis,” continues 
Seneca, “et ad sapientiam properanti utique necessaria, 
dividi philosophiam, et ingens corpus ejus i membra 
disponi. Jacilius enim per partes in cognitionem to- 
tius adducimur.” * 

But although philosophers agree in regard to the 
utility of such a distribution, they are almost as little 
at one in regard to the parts, as they are in respect to 
the definition, of their science ; and, indeed, their dif- 
ferences in reference to the former, mainly arise from 
their discrepancies in reference to the latter. For 
they who vary in their comprehension of the whole, 
cannot agree in their division of the parts. 

The most ancient and universally recognised distinc- 
tion of philosophy, is into Theoretical and Practical. 
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These are discriminated by the different nature of and Practi- 


their ends. Theoretical, called likewise speculative, 
and contemplative, philosophy has for its highest end 
mere truth or knowledge. Practical philosophy, on 
the other hand, has truth or knowledge only as its 
proximate end,—this end being subordinate to the 
ulterior end of some practical action. In theoretical 
philosophy, we know for the sake of knowing, scvmus 
ut sclamus : in practical philosophy, we know for the 
sake of acting, scumus ut operemur.2 I may here 


a Epist, \xxxix. roes has it, Per speculativam scimus 

B Θεωρητικῆς μὲν ἐπιστήμης τέλος ut sciamus, per practicam scimus ut 
ἀλήθεια, πρακτικῆς δ᾽ ἔργον. Arist. operemur.”—Discussions, Ὁ. 134. ΟἿ, 
Metaph., A minor, c.1; “oras Aver- In Metaph. lib. ii. com. 8.--- ΕΘ, 
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notice the poverty of the English language, in the 
want of a word to express that practical activity 
which is contradistinguished from mere intellectual 
or speculative energy,—what the Greeks express by 
πράσσειν, the Germans by handeln. The want of 
such a word occasions frequent ambiguity ; for, to 
express the species which has no appropriate word, 
we are compelled to employ the generic term active. 
Thus our philosophers divide the powers of the mind 
into Intellectual and Active. They do not, however, 
thereby mean to insinuate that the powers called 
intellectual are a whit less energetic than those spe- 
cially denominated active. But, from the want of a 
better word, they are compelled to employ a term 
which denotes at once much more and much less 
than they are desirous of expressing. I ought to 
observe that the term practical has also obtained with 
us certain collateral significations, which render it in 
some respects unfit to supply the want.“ But to 
return. 

This distinction of Theoretical and Practical philo- 
sophy was first explicitly enounced by Aristotle ;° 
and the attempts of the later Platonists to carry it up 
to Plato, and even to Pythagoras, are not worthy of 
statement, far less of refutation. Once promulgated, 
the division was, however, soon generally recognised. 
The Stoics borrowed it, as may be seen from Seneca :7 
—*“Philosophia et contemplativa est et activa; spectat, 
simulque agit.” It was also adopted by the Epicu- 
reans ; and, in general, by those Greek and Roman 

a Cf. Reid’s Works, p.511,n.+.—Ep. ed by Plato; Politicus, p. 258 : Ταύτη 

B Metaph., v. 1: Πᾶσα διάνοια ἢ τοίνυν συμπάσας ἐπιστήμας διαίρει, τὴν 
πρακτικὴ ἢ ποιητικὴ ἢ θεωρητική. Οἵ, μὲν πρακτικὴν προσειπών, τὴν δὲ μόνον 


Metaph., x.7; Top., vi. 6; viii. 8. Βαὺ γνωστικήν.---}. 
the division had been at least intimat- Ύ Ep. χον. 10. 
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philosophers who viewed their science as versant either Ect. 
in the contemplation of nature (φυσικὴ), or in the bis 
regulation of human action (ἠθικὴ) ;“ for by nature 
they did not denote the material universe alone, but 
their Physics included Metaphysics, and their Ethics 
embraced Politics and Economics. There was thus 
only a difference of nomenclature ; for Physical and 
Theoretical,—Hthical and Practical Philosophy, were 
with them terms absolutely equivalent. 

I regard the division of philosophy into Theoretical The aivi- 


sion of Phi- 


and Practical as unsound, and this for two reasons. _losophy into 


Theoretical 


The first is, that philosophy, as philosophy, is only and Prac- 
cognitive,—only theoretical: whatever les beyond the an 
sphere of speculation or knowledge, transcends the 
sphere of philosophy ; consequently, to divide philo- 
sophy by any quality ulterior to speculation, is to 
divide it by a difference which does not belong to it. 
Now, the distinction of practical philosophy from theo- 
retical commits this error. For, while it is admitted 
that all philosophy, as cognitive, is theoretical, some 
philosophy is again taken out of this category on the 
ground, that, beyond the mere theory,—the mere cog- 
nition,—it has an ulterior end in its application to 
practice. 

But, in the second place, this difference, even were 
it admissible, would not divide philosophy ; for, in 
point of fact, all philosophy must be regarded as prac- 
tical, inasmuch as mere knowledge,—that is, the mere 
possession of truth,—is not the highest end of any 


a Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math., μεθ οὗ τινὲς καὶ τὸν ᾽᾿Επίκουρον τάττου- 
vil. 14: Τῶν δὲ διμερῇ τὴν φιλοσοφίαν σιν ὡς καὶ τὴν λογικὴν θεωρίαν ἐκβάλ- 
ὑποστησαμένων Ἐενοφάνης μὲν 6 Κολο- λοντα. Seneca, Hp. Ἰκχχῖχ. : “ Epicurei 
φώνιος, τὸ φυσικὸν ἅμα καὶ λογικόν, duas partes philosophie putaverunt 
ὡς φασί τίνες, μετήρχετο, ᾿Αρχέλαος esse, Naturalem, atque Moralem: Ra- 
δὲ ὁ ᾿Αθηναῖος τὸ φυσικὸν καὶ ἤθικόν: tionalem removerunt.”—Ep. 
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philosophy, but, on the contrary, all truth or know- 
ledge is valuable only inasmuch as it determines the 
mind to its contemplation,—that is, to practical en- 
ergy. Speculation, therefore, inasmuch as it is not a 
negation of thought, but, on the contrary, the highest 
energy of intellect, is, in point of fact, pre-eminently 
practical. The practice of one branch of philosophy 
is, indeed, different from that of another; but all are 
still practical; for in none is mere knowledge the 
ultimate,—the highest end. 

Among the ancients, the principal difference of 
opinion regarded the relation of Logic to Philosophy 
and its branches. But as this controversy is of very 
subordinate importance, and hinges upon distinctions, 
to explain which would require considerable detail, I 
shall content myself with saying,—that, by the Pla- 
tonists, Logic was regarded both as a part, and as 
the instrument, of philosophy ;—by the Aristotelians, 
(Aristotle himself is silent), as an instrument, but not 
as a part, of philosophy ;—by the Stoics, as forming 
one of the three parts of philosophy,—Physics or theo- 
retical, Ethics or practical, philosophy, being the other 
two.” But as Logic, whether considered as a part of 
philosophy proper or not, was by all included under 
the philosophical sciences, the division of these sciences 
which latterly prevailed among the Academic, the 
Peripatetic, and the Stoical sects, was into Logic as 
the subsidiary or instrumental doctrine, and into the 


Stoics. See Laertius, vii. 39; Pseudo- 
Plutarch, De Plat. Phil., Proem. It 


a Alexander Aphrodisiensis, Jn 
Anal. Prior., Ὁ. 2, (ed. 1620). Ammo- 


nius, Jn Categ., c. 4; Philoponus, Jn 
Anal. Prier., f. 4; Cramer’s Anecdota, 
vol. iv. p. 417. Compare the Author’s 
Discussions, p. 132. The division of 
Philosophy into Logie, Physics, and 
Kthies, probably originated with the 


is sometimes, but apparently without 
much reason, attributed to Plato. See 
Cicero, Acad. Quest., 1.5; Eusebius, 
Prep. Evan., xi. 1; Augustin, De Civ. 
Dei, viii. 4.—Ep. 
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two principal branches of Theoretical and Practical ect. 
Philosophy.* a 

It is manifest that in our sense of the term prac- 
tical, Logic, as an instrumental science, would be 
comprehended under the head of practical philo- 
sophy. 

I shall take this opportunity of explaining an Application 

: : . - of the terms 
anomaly which you will find explained in no work Art ana 
with which I am acquainted. Certain branches of ik 
philosophical knowledge are called Arts, or Arts and 
Sciences indifferently ; others are exclusively denomi- 
nated Sciences. Were this distinction coincident with 
the distinction of sciences speculative and sciences 
practical,—taking the term practical in its ordinary 
acceptation,—there would be no difficulty ; for, as 
every practical science necessarily involves a theory, 
nothing could be more natural than to call the same 
branch of knowledge an art, when viewed as relative 
to its practical application, and a science, when viewed 
in relation to the theory which that application sup- 
poses. But this is not the case. The speculative 
sciences, indeed, are never denominated arts; we may, 
therefore, throw them aside. The difficulty is exclu- 
sively confined to the practical. Of these some never 
receive the name of arts; others are called arts and 
sciences indifferently. Thus the sciences of Ethics, 
Economics, Politics, Theology, &c., though all prac- 
tical, are never denominated arts; whereas this appel- 
lation is very usually applied to the practical sciences 
of Logic, Rhetoric, Grammar, &c. 

That the term art is with us not coextensive with 
practical science, is thus manifest ; and yet these are 
frequently confounded. Thus, for example, Dr Whately, 

a Sext. Empir., Adv. Math., vii. 16.—Ep. 
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in his definition of Logic, thinks that Logic is a science, 
in so far as it institutes an analysis of the process of 
the mind in reasoning, and an art, in so far as it affords 
practical rules to secure the mind from error in its 
deductions ; and he defines an art the application of 
knowledge to practice.* Now, if this view were cor- 
rect, art and practical science would be convertible 
terms. But that they are not employed as synony- 
mous expressions is, as we have seen, shown by the 
incongruity we feel in talking of the art of Ethics, 
the art of Religion, &c., though these are eminently 
practical sciences. 

The question, therefore, still remains, Is this restric- 
tion of the term art to certain of the practical sciences 
the result of some accidental and forgotten usage, or is 
it founded on any rational principle which we are able 
to trace? The former alternative seems to be the com- 
mon belief; for no one, in so far as I know, has endea- 
voured to account for the apparently vague and capri- 
cious manner in which the terms art and science are 
applied. The latter alternative, however, is the true ; 
and 1 shall endeavour to explain to you the reason of 
the application of the term art to certain practical 
sciences, and not to others. 

You are aware that the Aristotelic philosophy was, 
for many centuries, not only the prevalent, but, dur- 
ing the middle ages, the one exclusive philosophy in 
Europe. This philosophy of the middle ages, or, as 
it 15. commonly called, the Scholastic Philosophy, has 
exerted the most extensive influence on the languages 
of modern Europe ; and from this common source has 
been principally derived that community of expression 
which these languages exhibit. Now, the peculiar 


a See Discussions, Ὁ. 1381.—Ep. 
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application of the term art was introduced into the 1807. 
vulgar tongues from the scholastic philosophy ; and as 
was borrowed by that philosophy from Aristotle. 

This is only one of a thousand instances which might 

be alleged of the unfelt influence of a single powerful 
mind, on the associations and habits of thought of 
generations to the end of time; and of Aristotle is 
pre-eminently true, what has been so beautifully said 

of the ancients in general :— 


“The great of old! 
The dead but sceptred sovrans who still rule 
Our spirits from their urns.” ἃ 


Now, then, the application of the term art in the 
modern languages being mediately governed by cer- 
tain distinctions which the capacities of the Greek 
tongue allowed Aristotle to establish, these distinc- 
tions must be explained. 

In the Aristotelic philosophy, the terms πρᾶξις and πρᾶξις. 
TpakTuKos,—that is, practice and practical,—were em- 
ployed both in a generic or looser, and in a special or 
stricter signification. In its generic meaning πρᾶξις, 
practice, was opposed to theory or speculation, and it 
comprehended under it, practice in its special mean- 
ing, and another co-ordinate term to which practice, 
in this its stricter signification, was opposed. This 
term was ποίησις, which we may inadequately trans- ποίησις. 
late by production. The distinction of πρακτικός and 
ποιητικός consisted in this: the former denoted that 
action which terminated in action,—the latter, that 
action which resulted in some permanent product. 

For example, dancing and music are practical, as 
leaving no work after their performance ; whereas, 


a Byron’s Manfred, Act ui, scene iv, 
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painting and statuary are productive, as leaving some 
product over and above their enerey.® 

Now Aristotle, in formally defining art, defines it 
as a habit productive, and not as a habit practical, 
ἕξις ποιητικὴ μετὰ λογου ; and, though he has not 
always himself adhered strictly to this limitation, his 
definition was adopted by his followers, and the term 
in its application to the practical sciences, (the term 
practical beimg here used in its generic meaning), 
came to be exclusively confined to those whose end 
did not result in mere action or energy. Accordingly 
as Ethics, Politics, &c., proposed happiness as their 
end, and as happiness was an energy, or at least the 
concomitant of energy, these sciences terminated in 
action, and were consequently practical, not produc- 
twe. On the other hand, Logic, Rhetoric, ὅσο, did 
not terminate in a mere,—an evanescent action, but 
in a permanent,—an enduring product. For the end 
of Logie was the production of a reasoning, the end 
of Rhetoric the production of an oration, and so 
forth.? This distinction is not perhaps beyond the 
reach of criticism, and I am not here to vindicate its 
correctness. My only aim is to make you aware of 
the grounds of the distinction, in order that you may 
comprehend the principle which originally determined 
the application of the term art to some of the practical 


a See Hth. Nic.,i. 1. Διαφορὰ δέ  nificare ejusmodi actionem, qua ex pal- 
τις φαίνεται τῶν τελῶν: τὰ μὲν γάρ pabili materia opus aliquod efficitur 
εἰσιν ἐνέργειαι: τὰ δὲ παρ᾽ αὐτὰς ἔργα quod etiam post actionem permanet. 
τινά, Ibid., vi. 4: Magna Μοραϊία, 1. Nam Poetica dicta est ἀπὸ τοῦ ποιεῖν 
35. Cf. Quintilian, Jnstitut., lib. ii. que tamen palpabilem materiam non 
c. 18.—Ep. tractat, neque opus facit ipsa Poetze 

B Cf. Burgersdyck, Jnstitut. Log., fictione durabilius. Quod enim poe- 
lib. i. ὃ 6. “ Logica dicitur ποιεῖν, id matasupersint, id non est ab ea actione 
est, fucere sive efficere syllogismos, de- qua efficiuntur, sed a scriptione. At- 
finitiones, ὅθ. Neque enim verum est, que heec de genere.” See also Scheibler, 
quod quidam aiunt, ποιεῖν semper sig- Opera, Tract. Procem. § iii. p. 6.—Ep. 
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sciences and not to others, and without a knowledge tecr, 
of which principle the various employment of the term ΤΊΣ 
must appear to you capricious and unintelligible. It 
is needless, perhaps, to notice that the rule applies only 
to the philosophical sciences,—to those which received 
their form and denominations from the learned. The 
mechanical dexterities were beneath their notice; and 
these were accordingly left to receive their appellations 
from those who knew nothing of the Aristotelic pro- 
prieties. Accordingly, the term art is in them applied, 
without distinction, to productive and unproductive 
operations. We speak of the art of rope-dancing, 
equally as of the art of rope-making. But to return. 


The division of philosophy into Theoretical and Universal. 
ity of the 


Practical is the most important that has been made ; division of 
. 5 ὃ < Philosopl 
and it is that which has entered into nearly all into Theses 


tical and 


the distributions attempted by modern philosophers. Practical. 
Bacon was the first, after the revival of letters, who Bacon. 
essayed a distribution of the sciences and of philo- 
sophy. He divided all human knowledge into His- 

tory, Poetry, and Philosophy. Philosophy he distin- 
euished into branches conversant about the Deity, 
about Nature, and about Man; and each of these had 

their subordinate divisions, which, however, it is not 


necessary to particularise.* 
Descartes * distributed philosophy into theoretical Descartes 


and his fol- 


and practical with various subdivisions ; but his fol- lowers. 
lowers adopted the division of Logic, Metaphysics, 
Physics, and Ethics.’ Gassendi recognised, like the 


a Advancement of Learning ; Works, Philosophie, contenant la Logique, la 
vol. ii. pp. 100,124, (ed. Montagu); De Metaphysique, la Physique, et la Mo- 
Augmentis Scientiarum, lib. ii. c.1, rale. Cf. Clauberg: ‘‘ Physica... 
lib. iii. c. 1; Works, vol. viii. pp. 87, Philosophia Naturalis dicitur ; dis- 
152.—Ep. tincta a Supernaturali seu Metaphy- 

B See the Prefatory Epistle to the  sica, et a Rationali seu Logica, nec- 
Principia.—Ep. non a Morali seu Practica.”—Disput. 

7 See Sylvain Regis, Cours entier de Phys. i., Opera, Ὁ. 54.—Ep. 
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LECT. ancients, three parts of philosophy, Logic, Physics, and 
= Ethics,” and this, along with many other of Gassendi’s 
Locke,  coctrines, was adopted by Locke.? Kant distinguished 
Kant. philosophy into theoretical and practical, with various 

subdivisions ;% and the distribution into theoretical 
Fiche. and practical was also established by Fichte.° 


Condusioon ΤΙ have now concluded the Lectures generally in- 

ἘΠΕῚ των troductory to the proper business of the Course. In 

free these lectures, from the general nature of the subjects, 
I was compelled to anticipate conclusions, and to 
depend on your being able to supply a good deal of 
what it was impossible for me articulately to explain. 
I now enter upon the consideration of the matters 
which are hereafter to occupy our attention, with 
comparatively little apprehension ; for, in these, we 
shall be able to dwell more upon details, while, at the 
same time, the subject will open upon us by degrees, 
so that, every step that we proceed, we shail find the 
progress easier. But I have to warn you, that you 
will probably find the very commencement the most 
arduous, and this not only because you will come less 
inured to difficulty, but because it will there be 
necessary to deal with principles, and these of a 
general and abstract nature ; whereas, having once 
mastered these, every subsequent step will be com- 
paratively easy. 

Orderofthe Without entering upon details, 1 may now sum- 

wouse- marily state to you the order which I propose to 
follow in the ensuing Course. This requires a pre- 
liminary exposition of the different departments of 


a Syntagma Philosophicum, Lib. thodenlehre, c. 3.—Ep. 
Procem. c. 9 (Opera, Lugduni, 1658, 5 Grundluge der gesammten Wis- 
vol. i. p. 29.)—Eb. senschaftslehre, § 4 (Werke, vol. i. p. 
B Essay, book iv. ch. 21.—Ep. 126.)—Ep. 
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Philosophy, in order that you may obtain a compre- LECT. 
hensive view of the proper objects of our consideration, : 
and of the relations in which they stand to others. 

Science and philosophy are conversant either about Distribution 
Mind or about Matter. The former of these is Philo- Poel 
sophy properly so called. With the latter we have oo 
nothing to do, except in so far as it may enable us to 
throw light upon the former, for Metaphysics, in 
whatever latitude the term be taken, is a science, 
or complement of sciences, exclusively occupied with 
mind. Now the Philosophy of Mind,—Psychology 
or Metaphysics, in the widest signification of the 
terms,—is threefold ; for the object it immediately 
proposes for consideration may be either, 1°, PHaNo- 

MENA in general ; or, 2°, Laws; or, 3°, INFERENCES,— 
Resuuts. This I will endeavour to explain. 

The whole of philosophy is the answer to these The three 
three questions : 1°, What are the Facts or Pheenomena re 
to be observed 1 2°, What are the Laws which regulate ee 
these facts, or under which these phenomena appear 4 
3°, What are the real Results, not immediately mani- 
fested, which these facts or phenomena warrant us 
in drawing ? 

If we consider the mind merely with the view of I. Pheno- 
observing and generalising the various phenomena it mae 
reveals,—that is, of analysing them into capacities or 
faculties,—we have one mental science, or one depart- 
ment of mental science; and this we may call the 
PH&NoMENOLOGY oF Minp. It is commonly called 
PsycHoLogy—EmpiricaL PsycHo.oey, or the Inpuc- 
tive ΡΗΠΙΟΒΟΡΗΥ of Mind; we might call it Pua- 
NOMENAL PsycHonocy. It is evident that the divi- 
sions of this science will be determined by the classes 
into which the phenomena of mind are distributed. 
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If, again, we analyse the mental phenomena with 
the view of discovering and considering, not contin- 
gent appearances, but the necessary and universal 
facts,—.e., the Laws by which our faculties are gov- 
erned, to the end that we may obtain a criterion by 
which to judge or to explain their procedures and 
manifestations,—-we have a science which we may 
call the Nomotocy of Mryp,—NomonocicaL Psycuo- 
Ltogy. Now, there will be as many distinct classes of 
Nomological Psychology, as there are distinct classes 
of mental phenomena under the Phznomenological 
division. I shall, hereafter, show you that there are 
Three great classes of these pheenomena,—viz., 1°, The 
phenomena of our Cognitive faculties, or faculties of 
Knowledge ; 2°, The Phenomena of our Feelings, or the 
pheenomena of Pleasure and Pain ; and, 3°, The phe- 
nomena of our Conative powers,—in other words, the 
phzenomena of Will and Desire. (These you must, for 
the present, take upon trust.) Each of these classes 
of phenomena has accordingly a science which is 
conversant about its laws. Jor as each proposes a 
different end, and, in the accomplishment of that end, 
is reoulated by peculiar laws, each must, consequently, 
have a different science conversant about these laws,— 
that is, a different Nomology. 

There is no one, no Nomological, science of the 
Cognitive faculties in general, though we have some 
older treatises which, though partial in their subject, 
afford a name not unsuitable for a nomology of the 
cognitions,—viz., Gnoseologia or Gnostologia. There 
is no independent science of the laws of Perception ; if 
there were, it might be called Aisthetic, which, how- 
ever, as we shall see, would be ambiguous. Mnemonic, 
or the science of the laws of Memory, has been elabo- 


a See infra, Lect. xi. p. 183, e¢ seg.—Eb. 
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rated at least in numerous treatises; but the name 
Anamnestic, the art of Recollection or Reminiscence, 
might be equally well applied to it. The laws of the 
Representative faculty,—that is, the laws of Associa- 
tion,—have not yet been elevated into a separate no- 
mological science. Neither have the conditions of the 
Regulative or Legislative faculty, the faculty itself of 
Laws, been fully analysed, far less reduced to system ; 
though we have several deservedly forgotten treatises, 
of an older date, under the inviting name of Noologies. 
The only one of the cognitive faculties, whose laws 
constitute the object-matter of a separate science, is 
the Elaborative,—the Understanding Special, the 
faculty of Relations, the faculty of Thought Proper. 
This nomology has obtained the name of Logic among 
other appellations, but not from Aristotle. The best 
name would have been D1anogertc. Logic is the 
science of the laws of thought, in relation to the end 
which our cognitive faculties propose,—z. e., the TRUE. 
To this head might be referred Grammar,— Universal 
Grammar,— Philosophical Grammar, or the science 
conversant with the laws of Language as the instru- 
ment of thought. 

The Nomology of our Feelings, or the science of the 
laws which govern our capacities of enjoyment, in 
relation to the end which they propose,—z. 6., the 
PLEASURABLE,—has obtained no precise name in our 
language. It has been called the Philosophy of Taste, 
and, on the Continent especially, it has been denomi- 
nated Alsthetic. Neither name is unobjectionable. 
The first 1s vague, metaphorical, and even delusive. 
In regard to the second, you are aware that αἴσθησις 
in Greek means feeling in general, as well as sense in 
particular, as our term feeling means either the sense 
of touch in particular, or sentiment and the capacity 
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tect. of the pleasurable and painful in general. Both terms 
eg are, therefore, to a certain extent, ambiguous; but 
this objection can rarely be avoided, and Aisthetic, if 
not the best expression to be found, has already been 
long and generally employed. It is now nearly a 
century since Baumgarten, a celebrated philosopher of 
the Leibnitzio-Wolfian school, first applied the term 
ZEsthetic to the doctrine which we vaguely and peri- 
phrastically denominate the Philosophy of Taste, the 
theory of the Fine Arts, the science of the Beautiful 
and Sublime,* &c.; and this term is now in general 
acceptation, not only in Germany, but throughout the 
other countries of Europe. The term Apolaustic would 

have been a more appropriate designation. 
8, Nomo- Finally, the Nomology of our Conative powers is 
Coative Practical Philosophy, properly so called ; for practical 
Powers: philosophy is simply the science of the laws regula- 
tive of our Will and Desires, in relation to the end 
which our conative powers propose,—.e., the Goon. 
Ethics, This, as it considers these laws in relation to man as 
an individual, or in relation to man as a member of 
society, will be divided into two branches,—Ethics and 
Politics; and these again admit of various subdivisions. 
So much for those parts of the Philosophy of Mind, 
which are conversant about Phzenomena, and about 
Laws. The Third great branch of this philosophy is 
that which is engaged in the deduction of Inferences, 

or Results. 

ut. Onto- [Ι}ἶ«π the First branch,—the Phzenomenology of mind, 
ΟΣ —philosophy is properly limited to the facts afforded 
ee Ἢ consciousness, considered exclusively in themselves. 
But these facts may be such as not only to be objects 
of knowledge in themselves, but likewise to furnish us 


a Baumgarten’s work on this sub- was published in 1750-58,—Eb, 
ject, entitled #sthetica (two vols.), 
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with grounds of inference to something out of them- 
selves. As effects, and effects of a certain character, 
they may enable us to infer the analogous character 
of their unknown causes ; as phenomena, and phe- 
nomena of peculiar qualities, they may warrant us in 
drawing many conclusions regarding the distinctive 
character of that unknown principle, of that unknown 
substance, of which they are the manifestations. AI- 
though, therefore, existence be only revealed to us in 
phenomena, and though we can, therefore, have only 
a relative knowledge either of mind or of matter ; 
still, by inference and analogy, we may legitimately 
attempt to rise above the mere appearances which 
experience and observation afford. Thus, for example, 
the existence of God and the immortality of the Soul 
are not given us as phenomena, as objects of imme- 
diate knowledge; yet, if the phenomena actually 
given do necessarily require, for their rational expla- 
nation, the hypotheses of immortality and of God, we 
are assuredly entitled, from the existence of the former, 
to infer the reality of the latter. Now, the science 
conversant about all such inferences of unknown being 
from its known manifestations, is called ONTOLOGY, or 
Merapuysics Proper. We might call it INFERENTIAL 
PsYCHOLOGY. 

The following is a tabular view of the distribution 
of Philosophy as here proposed :— 


Facts,—Phzenomenology, 


Empirical Psychology. etnies. 


{ Cognitions. 
Conative Powers (Will and Desire). 


Mind Cognitions,— Logie. 
Os Laws,—Nomology, Ra- J Feelings,—Aisthetic. 
Conscious- tional Psychology. τὸ _. § Moral Philosophy. 
nessaffords neero omens: { Political Philosophy. 


Results,—Ontology, In- { Being of God, 
ferential Psychology. Immortality of the Soul, ἕο. 
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In this distribution of the philosophical sciences, 
you will observe that I take little account of the cele- 
brated division of Philosophy into Speculative and 
Practical, which I have already explained to you,* for 
I call only one minor division of philosophy practical, 
—viz., the Nomology of the Conative powers,—not be- 
cause that science is not equally theoretical with any 
other, but simply because these powers are properly 
called practical, as tending to practice or overt action. 

Such is the distribution of Philosophy, which I ven- 
ture to propose as the simplest and most exhaustive ; 
and I shall now proceed, in reference to it, to specify 
the particular branches which form the objects of our 
consideration in the present course. 

The subjects assigned to the various chairs of the 
Philosophical Faculty, in the different Universities of 
Europe, were not calculated upon any comprehensive 
view of the parts of philosophy, and of their natural 
connection. Our universities were founded when the 
Aristotelic philosophy was the dominant, or rather the 
exclusive, system, and the parts distributed to the dif- 
ferent classes, in the faculty of Arts or Philosophy, 
were regulated by the contents of certain of the Aris- 
totelic books, and by the order in which they were 
studied. Of these, there were always Four great divi- 
sions. ‘There was first Logic, in relation to the Orga- 
non of Aristotle; secondly, Metaphysics, relative to 
his books under that title ; thirdly, Moral Philosophy, 
relative to his Ethics, Politics, and Economics ; and, 
fourthly, Physics, relative to his Physics, and the col- 
lection of treatises styled in the schools the Parva 
Naturalia. But every university had not a full comple- 
ment of classes, that 15, did not devote a separate year 


a See ante, p. 118.—Eb. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 127 


to each of the four subjects of study; and, accordingly, Ect. 
in those seats of learning where three years formed the ὡς κα 
curriculum of philosophy, two of these branches were 
combined. In this university, Logic and Metaphysics 
were taught in the same year; in others, Metaphy- 
sics and Moral Philosophy were conjoined ; and, when 
the old practice was abandoned of the several Regents 
or Professors carrying on their students through every 
department, the two branches which had been taught 
in the same year were assigned to the same chair. 
What is most curious in the matter is this,—Aristotle’s 
treatise On the Soul being, (along with his lesser trea- 
tises on Memory and Reminiscence, on Sense and its 
Objects, &c.), included in the Parva Naturalia, and, 
he having declared that the consideration of the soul 
was part of the philosophy of nature,” the science of 
Mind was always treated along with Physics. The 
Professors of Natural Philosophy have, however, long 
abandoned the philosophy of mind, and this branch 
has been, as more appropriate to their departments, 
taught both by the Professors of Moral Philosophy 
and by the Professors of Logic and Metaphysics,—for 
you are not to suppose that metaphysics and psycho- 
logy are, though vulgarly used as synonymous expres- 
sions, by any means the same. So much for the 
historical accidents which have affected the subjects 
of the different chairs. 

J now return to the distribution of philosophy, which subjects ap- 
I have given you, and, first, by exclusion, I shall tell bo this “ 
you what does not concern us. In this class, we have 
nothing to do with Practical Philosophy,—that 1s, 


a De Anima,i.1. Φυσικοῦ τὸ θεω- καὶ δρίζεσθαι, καὶ διότι καὶ περὶ ψυχῆς 
ρῆσαι περὶ ψυχῆς, ἢ πάσης ἢ τῆς τοι- ἐνίας θεωρῆσαι τοῦ φυσικοῦ, ὅση μὴ 
αὐτης. Cf. Metaph.,v. 1. Δῆλον πῶς ἄνευ τῆς ὕλης eorw.—ED. 
δεῖ ἐν τοῖς φυσικοῖς τὺ τί ἐστι ζητεῖν 
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Ethics, Politics, Economics. But, with this exception, 
there is no other branch of philosophy which is not 
either specially allotted to our consideration, or which 
does not fall naturally within our sphere. Of the 
former description, are Logic, and Ontology or Meta- 
physics Proper. Of the latter, are Psychology, or the 
Philosophy of Mind in its stricter signification, and 
flisthetie. 

These subjects are, however, collectively too exten- 
sive to be overtaken in a single Course, and, at the 
same time, some of them are too abstract to afford the 
proper materials for the instruction of those only com- 
mencing the study of philosophy. In fact, the depart- 
ment allotted to this chair comprehends the two ex- 
tremes of philosophy,—Logic, forming its appropriate 
introduction,— Metaphysics, its necessary consumma- 
tion. I propose, therefore, in order fairly to exhaust 
the business of the chair, to divide its subjects be- 
tween two Courses,—the one on Pheenomenology, Psy- 
chology, or Mental Philosophy in general ; the other, 
on Nomology, Logic, or the laws of the Cognitive 
Faculties in particular.® 


a From the following sentences, 
which appear in the manuscript lec- 
ture as superseded by the paragraph 
given in the text, it is obvious that 
the Author had originally designed to 
discuss specifically, and with greater 
detail, the three grand departments of 
Philosophy indicated in the distribu- 
tion proposed by him :— 

“The plan which I propose to adopt 
in the distribution of the Course, or 
rather Courses, is the following : 

“T shall commence with Mental 
Philosophy, strictly so called, with the 
science which is conversant with the 


Manifestations of Mind,—Phenome- 
nology, or Psychology. I shall then 
proceed to Logic, the science which 
considers the Laws of Thought; and 
finally, to Ontology, or Metaphysics 
Proper, the philosophy of Results. 
4Esthetic, or the theory of the Plea- 
surable, I should consider subsequent- 
ly to Logic, and previously to On- 
tology.”—On the propriety of accord- 
ing to Psychology the first place in 
the order of the philosophical sciences, 
see Cousin, Cowrs de Ul Histoire de la 
Philosophie, Deuxiéme Série, tom. ii. 
p. 71-73 (ed. 1847).—Eb. 
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LECTURE VIII. 
PSYCHOLOGY, ITS DEFINITION. EXPLICATION OF TERMS. 


I now pass to the First Division of my subject, which Lxcr. 
will occupy the present Course, and commence with a ia 
definition of PsycHoLocy,—THE PHA&NOMENOLOGY OF 
Minp. 

Psychology, or the Philosophy of the Human Mind, Definitionot 
strictly so denominated, is the science conversant about Sead 
the phenomena, or modifications, or states of the Mind, 
or Conscious-Subject, or Soul, or Spirit, or Self, or Ego. 

In this definition, you will observe that I have pur- Explication 

posely accumulated a variety of expressions, in order oe 
that I might have the earliest opportunity of making 
you accurately acquainted with their meaning ; for 
they are terms of vital importance and frequent use 
in philosophy.—Before, therefore, proceeding further, 
I shall pause a moment in explanation of the terms in 
which this definition is expressed. Without restrict- 
ing myself to the following order, I shall consider the 
word Psychology ; the correlative terms subject and 
substance, phenomenon, modification, state, &c., and, 
at the same time, take occasion to explain another 
correlative, the expression object ; and, finally, the words 
mind, soul, spirit, self, and ego. 

Indeed, after considering these terms, it may not be 
improper to take up, in one series, the philosophical 

VOL. I. 1 
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expressions of principal importance and most ordinary 
occurrence, in order to render less frequent the neces- 
sity of interrupting the course of our procedure, to 
afford the requisite verbal explanations. 

The term Psychology is of Greek compound, its 
elements—ivyy, signifying soul or mind, and λόγος, 
signifying discourse or doctrine. Psychology, there-— 
fore, is the discourse or doctrine treating of the human 
mind. But, though composed of Greek elements, it is, 
like the greater number of the compounds of λόγος, of 
modern combination. It may be asked, —why use 
an exotic, a technical name? Why not be contented 
with the more popular terms, Philosophy of Mind 
or Mental Philosophy,—Science of Mind or Mental 
Science /—expressions by which this department of 
knowledge has been usually designated by those who, 
in this country, have cultivated it with the most 
distinguished success. ΤῸ this there are several an- 
swers. In the first place, philosophy itself, and all, 
or almost all, its branches, have, in our language, re- 
ceived Greek technical denominations ;—why not also 
the most important of all, the science of mind? In the 
second place, the term psychology is now, and has long 
been, the ordinary expression for the doctrine of mind 
in the philosophical language of every other European 
nation. Nay, in point of fact, it is now naturalised 
in English, psychology and psychological having of 
late years come into common use; and their employ- 
ment is warranted by the authority of the best Eng- 
lish writers. It was familiarly employed by one of 
our best writers, and most acute metaphysicians, 
Principal Campbell of Aberdeen ;“ and Dr Beattie, 
likewise, has entitled the first part of his Elements 
of Moral Science,—that which treats of the mental 

a Philosophy of Rhetoric, vol. i. p. 148, (Ist ed.); p. 128, (ed. 1816,)— Ep. 
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faculties,—Psychology. To say nothing of Coleridge, 
the late Sir James Mackintosh was also an advocate 
for its employment, and justly censured Dr Brown 
for not using it, in place of his very reprehensible 
expression,— Physiology of Mind, the title of his un- 
finished text-book.“ But these are reasons in them- 
selves of comparatively little moment: they tend 
merely to show that, if otherwise expedient, the no- 
menclature is permissible ; and that it is expedient 
the following reasons will prove. For, in the third 
place, it is always of consequence for the sake of 
precision to be able to use one word instead of a 
plurality of words,—especially, where the frequent 
occurrence of a descriptive appellation might occasion 
tedium, distraction, and disgust ; and this must neces- 
sarily occur in the treatment of any science, if the 
science be able to possess no single name vicarious of 
its definition. In this respect, therefore, Psychology 
is preferable to Philosophy of Mind. But, in the 
fourth place, even if the employment of the descrip- 
tion for the name could, in this instance, be tolerated, 
when used substantively, what are we to do when we 
require, (which we do unceasingly), to use the deno- 
mination of the science adjectively ? For example, I 
have occasion to say a psychological fact, a psycholo- 
gical law, a psychological curiosity, &c. How can we 
express these by the descriptive appellation? A psycho- 
logical fact may indeed be styled a fact considered 
relatively to the philosophy of the human mind,—a 
psychological law may be called a law by which the 
mental phenomena are governed,—a_ psychological 
curiosity may be rendered—by what, I really do not 
know. But how miserably weak, awkward, tedious, 


a Dissertation on the Progress of γαῖα Britannica, vol. i. p. 399, (7th 
Ethical Philosophy, in the Encyclo- ed.)—Ep. 
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and affected, is the commutation when it can be made ; 
not only do the vivacity and precision of the original 
evaporate, the meaning itself is not even adequately 
conveyed. But this defect is still more manifestly 
shown when we wish to place in contrast the matters 
proper to this science, with the matters proper to 
others. Thus, for example, to say,—this is a psycho- 
logical, not a physiological, doctrine—this is a psycho- 
logical observation, not a logical inference. How is 
the contradistinction to be expressed by a periphrasis ? 
It is impossible,—for the tensity of the contrast 
consists, first, in the two opposite terms being single 
words, and second, in their being both even technical 
and precise Greek. This necessity has, accordingly, 
compelled the adoption of the terms psychology and 
psychological into the philosophical nomenclature of 
every nation, even where the same necessity did not 
vindicate the employment of a non-vernacular expres- 
sion. ‘Thus in Germany, though the native language 
affords a facility of composition only inferior to the 
Greek, and though it possesses a word (Seelenlehre) 
exactly correspondent to ψυχολογία, yet because this 
substantive did not easily allow of an adjective 
flexion, the Greek terms, substantive and adjective, 
were both adopted, and have been long in as familiar 
use in the Empire, as the terms geography and geogra- 
phical,—physiology and physiological, are with us. 
What I have now said may suffice to show that, to 
supply a necessity, we must introduce these words 
into our philosophical vocabulary. But the propriety 
of this is still further shown by the inauspicious 
attempts that have been recently made on the name 
of the science. As I have mentioned before, Dr 
Brown, in the very title of the abridgment of his lec- 
tures on mental philosophy, has styled this philosophy, 
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“ The Physiology of the Human Mind ;” and 1 have tect. 
also seen two English publications of modern date,— she 
one entitled the “ Physics of the Soul,” the other “ In- 
tellectual Physics.”“ Now the term nature, (φύσις, 
natura), though in common language of a more exten- 
sive meaning, has, in general, by philosophers, been 
applied appropriately to denote the laws which gov- 
ern the appearances of the material universe. And 
the words Physiology and Physics have been specially 
limited to denote sciences conversant about these 
laws as regulating the phenomena of organic and in- 
organic bodies. The empire of nature is the empire 
of a mechanical necessity ; the necessity of nature, in 
philosophy, stands opposed to the liberty of intelli- 
gence. ‘Those, accordingly, who do not allow that 
mind is matter,—who hold that there is in man a 
principle of action superior to the determinations of a 
physical necessity, a brute or blind fate,—must regard 
the application of the terms Physiology and Physics 
to the doctrine of the mind as either singularly inap- 
propriate, or as significant of a false hypothesis in 
regard to the character of the thinking principle. 

Mr Stewart objects? to the term Spz7it, as seeming Spirit, Soul. 
to imply an hypothesis concerning the nature and 
essence of the sentient or thinking principle, altogether 
unconnected with our conclusions in regard to its 
pheenomena, and their general laws; and, for the same 
reason, he is disposed to object to the words Pneu- 
matology and Psychology ; the former of which was 
introduced by the schoolmen. In regard to Spirit 
and Pneumatology, Mr Stewart's criticism is perfectly 
just. They are unnecessary ; and, besides the etymo- 


a Intellectual Physics, an Essay concerning the Nature of Being. 1803. 
concerning the Nature of Being and By Governor Pownall.—Eb. 
the Progression of Existence. London, B Philosophical Essays, Prelim. Dis- 
1795. Intellectual Physics, an Essay sert. ch. 1; Works, vol. ν. p. 20.—Eb. 


LECT. 
VIII. 


Correspond- 
ing terms in 
other lan- 
guages, 


15 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


logical metaphor, they are associated with a certain 
theological limitation, which spoils them as expressions 
of philosophical generality.“ But this is not the case 
with Psychology. For though, in its etymology, it is, 
like almost all metaphysical terms, originally of phy- 
sical application, still this had been long forgotten 
even by the Greeks ; and, if we were to reject philo- 
sophical expressions on this account, we should be 
left without any terms for the mental phenomena 
at all. The term sow! (and what I say of the term 
soul is true of the term spzrvt), though in this country 
less employed than the term mind, may be regarded 
as another synonym for the unknown basis of the 
mental phenomena. Like nearly all the words sig- 
nificant of the internal world, there is here a metaphor 
borrowed from the external ; and this is the case not 
merely in one, but, as far as we can trace the analogy, 
in all languages. You are aware that ψυχή, the Greek 
term for soul, comes from ψύχω, 1 breathe or blow— 
as πνεῦμα in Greek, and spuritus in Latin, from verbs 
of the same signification. In like manner, anima and 
animus are words which, though in Latin they have 
lost their primary signification, and are only known 
in their secondary or metaphorical, yet, in their ori- 
gimal physical meaning, are preserved in the Greek 
ἄνεμος, wind or av. The English soul, and the Ger- 
man Seele, come from a Gothic root saivala,? which 


signifies to storm. Ghost, the old English word for 


a [The terms Psychology and Pneu- ΤῊΣ (1. Theologia (Naturalis). 


matology, or Pneumatic, are not equi- ane 2. Angelographia, 1)ω- 
valents. The latter word was used “- i Ἕ monologia. 
for the doctrine of spirit in general, ce 3. Psychologia. 


which was subdivided into three 
branches, as it treated of the three 
orders of spiritual substances,—God, 
— Angels, and Devils, —and Man. 
Thus— 


—See Theoph. Gale, Logica, p. 455. 
(1681).] 

B See Grimm, Deutsche Grammatik, 
vol. ii. p.99. In Anglo-Saxon, Sawel, 
Sawal, Sawl, Saul.—Eb. 
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spirit in general, and so used in our English version of xxcr, 
the Scriptures, is the same as the German Geist,” and 
is derived from Gas, or Gescht, which signifies air. In 
like manner, the two words in Hebrew for soul or 
spirit, nephesh and ruach, are derivatives of a root 
which means to breathe; and in Sanscrit the word 
atmd (analogous to the Greek ἀτμὸς, vapour or air) 
signifies both mind and wind or air. Saprentia, in 
Latin, originally meant only the power of tasting ; 
as sagacitas only the faculty of scenting. In French, 
penser comes from the Latin pendere, through pensare, 
to weigh, and the terms, attentio, intentio, (entende- 
ment), comprehensio, apprehensio, penetratio, under- 
standing, &c., are Just so many bodily actions trans- 
ferred to the expression of mental energies.” 

There is, therefore, on this ground, no reason to By whom 
reject such useful terms as psychology and psycholo- ion Bae 
gical; terms, too, now in such general acceptation in eee ee 
the philosophy of Europe. I may, however, add an 
historical notice of their introduction. Aristotle’s 
principal treatise on the philosophy of mind is en- 
titled Περὶ Ψυχῆς ; but the first author who gave a 
treatise on the subject under the title Psycholoqa, 

(which I have observed to you is a modern compound), 
is Otto Casmann, who, in the year 1594, published at 
Hanau his very curious work, “ Psychologia Anthro- 
pologica, sive Anime Humane Doctrina.” This was 
followed, in two years, by his “Anthropologie Pars II,, 
hoc est, de fabrica Humani Corporis.” This author 


a Scotch, Ghaist, Gastly. Prichard, Review of the Doctrine of 

B [See H. Schmid, Versuch einer a Vital Principle, p. 5-6.] 
Metaphysik der inneren Natur, p. 69, y [On this point see Leibnitz, Nouv. 
note; Scheidler’s Psychologie, pp. 299- Lss., liv. iii.ch. 1. $5; Stewart, Phil. Es- 
801, 320, et seg. Cf. Theoph. Gale, says—Works, vol. v. Essay v.; Brown, 
Philosophia Generalis, pp. 321, 822. Human Understanding, p. 388, et scq.| 
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had the merit of first giving the name Anthropologia 
to the science of man in general, which he divided 
into two parts,—the first, Psychologia, the doctrine 
of the Human Mind; the second, Somatologia, the 
doctrine of the Human Body: and these, thus intro- 
duced and applied, still continue to be the usual ap- 
pellations of these branches of knowledge in Germany. 
I would not say, however, that Casmann was the true 
author of the term psychology, for his master, the cele- 
brated Rudolphus Goclenius of Marburg, published, also 
in 1594, a work entitled “ Ψυχολογία, hoc est, de Ho- 
minis Perfectione, Anima, &c.,” being a collection of 
dissertations on the subject ; in 1596 another, entitled 
“ De precipuis Materws Psychologicis ;” and in 1597 
a third, entitled “Authores Vari de Psychologia,’—so 
that I am inclined to attribute the origin of the name 
to Goclenius.* Subsequently, the term became the 
usual title of the science, and this chiefly through the 
authority of Wolf, whose two principal works on the 
subject are entitled “Psychologia Empirica,” and “ Psy- 
chologia Rationalis.” Charles Bonnet, in his “Hssaz de 
Psychologie,”® familiarised the name in France; where, 
as well as in Italy,—indeed, in all the Continental 
countries,—it 15 now the common appellation. 

In the second place, I said that Psychology is con- 
versant about the phenomena of the thinking subject, 
&c., and I now proceed to expound the import of the 
correlative terms phenomenon, subject, &e. 

But the meaning of these terms will be best illus- 
trated by now stating and explaining the great axiom, 
that all human knowledge, consequently that all human 
philosophy, is only of the relative or phenomenal. In 


a(The term psychology is, however, prefixed to his Ciceronianus, 1575. 
used by Joannes Thomas Freigius in See also Gale, Logica, p. 455.] 
the Catalogus Locorum Communium, 8 Published in 1755.—Eb. 
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this proposition, the term velative is opposed to the .xcr, 
term absolute ; and, therefore, in saying that we know VIIL. 
only the relative, I virtually assert that we know Te crela- 


tive terms 


nothing absolute,—nothing existing absolutely ; that Phenome 


non, Sub- 
is, In and for itself, and without relation to us and oe 
our faculties. I shall illustrate this by its application. reference 
3 ξ ; 0 the rela- 
Our knowledge is either of matter or of mind. Now, tivity of 


what is matter? What do we know of matter? Matter, ‘»owledse. 
or body, is to us the name either of something known, 

or of something unknown. In so far as matter is a 

name for something known, it means that which ap- 

pears to us under the forms of extension, solidity, divi- 
sibility, figure, motion, roughness, smoothness, colour, 

heat, cold, &c. ; in short, 1t is a common name for a 
certain series, or aggregate, or complement, of appear- 

ances or pheenomena manifested in coexistence. 

But as these pheenomena appear only in conjunction, 
we are compelled by the constitution of our nature to 
think them conjoimed in and by something; and as 
they are phenomena, we cannot think them the phee- 
nomena of nothing, but must regard them as the pro- 
perties or qualities of something that is extended, solid, 
fioured, &c. But this something, absolutely and in 
itself,—z. e., considered apart from its phanomena,— 
is to us as zero. It 15 only in its qualities, only in its 
effects, in its relative or pheenomenal existence, that it 
is cognisable or conceivable; and it is only by a law of 
thought, which compels us to think something, absolute 
and unknown, as the basis or condition of the relative 
and known, that this something obtains a kind of in- 
comprehensible reality to us. Now, that which mani- 
fests its qualities,—in other words, that in which the 
appearing causes inhere, that to which they belong,— 
is called their subject, or substance, or substratum. To 
this subject of the phenomena of extension, solidity, 
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&e., the term matter or material substance 1s commonly 
given; and, therefore, as contradistinguished from these 
qualities, it is the name of something unknown and 
inconceivable. 

The same is true in regard to the term mind. In 
so far as mind is the common name for the states of 
knowing, willing, feeling, desiring, &c., of which I am 
conscious, it is only the name for a certain series of 
connected phzenomena or qualities, and, consequently, 
expresses only what is known. But in so far as it 
denotes that subject or substance in which the phee- 
nomena of knowing, willing, &c., inhere,—something 
behind or under these pheenomena,—it expresses what, 
in itself or in its absolute existence, is unknown. 

Thus, mind and matter, as known or knowable, are 
only two different series of phenomena or qualities ; 
mind and matter, as unknown and unknowable, are the 
two substances in which these two different series of 
pheenomena or qualities are supposed to inhere. The 
existence of an unknown substance is only an inference 
we are compelled to make, from the existence of known 
phenomena ; and the distinction of two substances 15 
only inferred from the seeming incompatibility of the 
two series of phenomena to coinhere in one. 

Our whole knowledge of mind and matter is thus, 
as we have said, only relative; of existence, absolutely 
and in itself, we know nothing; and we may say of 
man what Virgil says of Alineas, contemplating in the 
prophetic sculpture of his shield the future glories of 
Rome, — 

“ Rerumque ignarus, imagine gaudet.” ὦ 

This is, indeed, a truth, in the admission of which 

philosophers, in general, have been singularly har- 


a Aneid, viii. 730.—Eb. 
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monious ; and the praise that has been lavished on 1) tect. 


Reid for this observation, 


In 


is wholly unmerited. 


fact, I am hardly aware of the philosopher who has not 
proceeded on the supposition, and there are few who 


have not explicitly enounced the observation. 


It is 


only since Reid’s death that certain speculators have 
arisen, who have obtained celebrity by their attempt 


to found philosophy on an immediate knowledge of 
the absolute or unconditioned. 


I shall quote to you 


a few examples of this general recognition, as they 
happen to occur to my recollection ; and, in order to 
manifest the better its universality, I purposely over- 
look the testimonies of a more modern philosophy. 
Aristotle, among many similar observations, remarks Testimo- 


in regard to matter, that it is incognisable in itself ; 


while in regard to mind he says, “that the intellect 
does not know itself directly, but only indirectly, in 
knowing other things ;”? and he defines the soul from 
its phenomena, “the principle by which we live, and 


move, and perceive, and understand.” 7 


St Augustin, 


VIII. 


General 
harmony 
of philo- 
sophers re- 
garding the 
relativity 
of human 
knowledge. 


α hies,—of 


Aristotle. 


St Augus- 


the most philosophical of the Christian fathers, admir- “” 
ably says of body,—* Materiam cognoscendo ignorari, 
et ignorando cognosci;”® and of mind,—“ Mens se 
cognoscit cognoscendo se vivere, se meminisse, se intel- 


ligere, se velle, cogitare, scire, judicare. 


323 Ὲ 


“ Non in- 


currunt,” says Melanchthon, “ipsze substantize in oculos, 
sed vestitee et ornate accidentibus ; hoc est, non pos- 


a Metaph., lib. vii. (vi.) ὁ. 10: [ἡ ὕλη 
ἄγνωστος καθ᾽ abthy.—Ep. | 

B Metaph., xii. (xi.) 7. Αὑτὸν δὲ 
νοεῖ 6 νοῦς κατὰ μετάληψιν τοῦ νοητοῦ" 
νοητὺς γὰρ γίγνεται θιγγάνων καὶ νοῶν. 
Cf. De Anima, iii. 4. 
νοητός ἐστιν ὥσπερ τὰ vontd.—ED. 

y De Anima, lib. ii. c. 2. Ἡ ψυχὴ 
τούτοις ὥρισται, θρεπτικῷ, αἰσθητικῷ, 
διανοητικῷ, κινήσει.--- Ὁ. 


Καὶ αὐτὸς δὲ 


δ Confess., xii. 5. “ Dum 5101 heee 
dicit humana cogitatio, conetur eam 
(materiam) vel nosse ignorando vel 
ignorare noscendo,”—Ep. 

e From the spurious treatise attri- 
buted to St Austin, entitled De Spiritu 
et Anima, c. 32; but see De Trini- 
tate, lib. x. § 16, tom. viii. p. 897, (ed. 
Benedict.) 


Melanch- 
thon. 
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sumus, in hac vita, acie oculorum perspicere ipsas sub- 
stantias : sed utcunque, ex accidentibus quee in sensus 
exteriores incurrunt, ratiocinamur, quomodo inter se 
differant substantize.”* 

It is needless to multiply authorities, but I cannot 
refrain from adducing one other evidence of the gene- 
ral consent of philosophers to the relative character of 
our knowledge, as affording a graphic specimen of the 
manner of its ingenious author. “ Substantiz non a 
nobis cognoscuntur,” says the elder Scaliger, “sed 
earum accidentia. Quis enim me doceat quid sit 
substantia, nisi miseris illis verbis, res subsistens ? 
Scientiam ergo nostram constat esse umbram in sole. 
Kt sicut vulpes, elusa a ciconia, lambendo vitreum vas 
pultem haud attingit: ita nos externa tantum acci- 
dentia percipiendo, formas internas non cognoscimus.’? 
So far there is no difference of opinion among philoso- 
phers in general. We know mind and matter not in 
themselves, but in their accidents or phenomena.” 

Thus our knowledge is of relative existence only, 
seeing that existence in itself, or absolute existence, is 
no object of knowledge.® But it does not follow that 
all relative existence is relative to us; that all that can 
be known, even by a limited intelligence, is actually 
cognisable by us. We must, therefore, more precisely 
limit our sphere of knowledge, by adding, that all we 
know is known only under the special conditions of 
our faculties. This is a truth likewise generally ac- 


a Erotemata Dialectices, lib. i., Pr. 
Substantia. [This is the text in the 
edition of Strigelius. It varies consi- 
derably in different editions.—ED. | 

8 De Subtilitate, Ex. eccvii. § 21. 

y For additional testimonies on this 
point, sée the Author’s Discussions, 
p. 644.—Ep, 


5 [Absolute in two senses: 1°, As 
opposed to partial; 2°, As opposed to 
relative. Better if I had said that 
our knowledge not of absolute, and, 
therefore, only of the partial and rela- 
tive.]|—Pencil Jotting on Blank Leaf 
of Lecture. 
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knowledged. “Man,” says Protagoras, “is the measure LEcrT. 
of the universe,” (πάντων χρημάτων μέτρον ἄνθρωπος), 
—a truth which Bacon has well expressed: “ Omnes 
perceptionis tam sensus quam mentis, sunt ex analogia 
hominis, non ex analogia universi: estque intellectus 
humanus instar speculi inzequalis ad radios rerum, qui 
suam naturam nature rerum immiscet, eamque dis- 
torquet et inficit.”“ “Omne quod cognoscitur,” says 
Boethius, “non secundum sui vim, sed secundum cog- 
noscentium potius comprehenditur facultatem ;”? and 
this is expressed almost in the same terms by the two 
very opposite philosophers, Kant and Condillac,—* In 
perception ” (to quote only the former) “ everything is 
known according to the constitution of our faculty of 
sense.” Ὁ 

Now this principle, in which philosophers of the this princi- 
most opposite opinions equally concur, divides itself τὰ 
into two branches. In the first place, 1t would be un- 
philosophical to conclude that the properties of exist- 
ence necessarily are, in number, only as the number of 
our faculties of apprehending them ; or, in the second, 
that the properties known, are known in their native 
purity, and without addition or modification from our 
organs of sense, or our capacities of intelligence. I 
shall illustrate these in their order. 

In regard to the first assertion, 1t is evident that 1. The num- 


. . . rar: ber of the 

nothing exists for us, except in so far as it 15 known properties 
: 0 - οἵ existence 

to us, and that nothing is known to us, except certain not neces- 
é 5 : : sarily as the 

properties or modes of existence, which are relative or number of 


our powers 


analogous to our faculties. Beyond these modes we ofapprehen- 
. . sion, 
know, and can assert, the reality of no existence. But 


a Novum Organum, lib. i, aph. y Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Vor- 
xli.—Eb. rede zur zweiten Auflage. Quoted in 

B De Consol. Phil., lib. v. Pr. 4. Discussions, Ὁ. 646. Cf. Kant, ibid, 
Quoted in Discussions, p. 645.—Eb. Transc, Aisth. § 8.—Eb. 
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if, on the one hand, we are not entitled to assert as 
actually existent except what we know; neither, on 
the other, are we warranted in denying, as possibly 
existent, what we do not know. ‘The universe may be 
conceived as a polygon of a thousand, or a hundred 
thousand, sides or facets,—and each of these sides or 
facets may be conceived as representing one special 
mode of existence. Now, of these thousand sides or 
modes all may be equally essential, but three or four 
only may be turned towards us or be analogous to our 
organs. One side or facet of the universe, as holding 
a relation to the organ of sight, is the mode of lumin- 
ous or visible existence ; another, as proportional to 
the organ of hearing, is the mode of sonorous or aud- 
ible existence ; and so on. But if every eye to see, if 
every ear to hear, were annihilated, the modes of ex- 
istence to which these organs now stand in relation,— 
that which could be seen, that which could be heard, 
would still remain; and if the intelligences, reduced 
to the three senses of touch, smell, and taste, were 
then to assert the impossibility of any modes of being 
except those to which these three senses were analo- 
gous, the procedure would not be more unwarranted, 
than if we now ventured to deny the possible reality 
of other modes of material existence than those to the 
perception of which our five senses are accommodated. 
I will illustrate this by an hypothetical parallel. Let 
us suppose a block of marble,* on which there are four 
different inscriptions——in Greek, in Latin, in Persie, 
and in Hebrew, and that four travellers approach, each 
able to read only the inscription in his native tongue. 
The Greek is delighted with the information the 


a This illustration is taken from losophie—Curres Philosophiques, vol. 
F. Hemsterhuis, Sophyle ow de la Phi- i. p. 281, (ed. 1792.)—Ep, 
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marble affords him of the siege of Troy. The Roman tecr. 
finds interesting matter regarding the expulsion of the i 
kings. The Persian deciphers an oracle of Zoroaster. 

And the Jew is surprised by a commemoration of the 
Exodus. Here, as each inscription exists or is signi- 
ficant only to him who possesses the corresponding 
language; so the several modes of existence are mani- 
fested only to those intelligences who possess the corre- 
sponding organs. And as each of the four readers would 

be rash if he maintained that the marble could be sig- 
nificant only as significant to him, so should we be 

rash, were we to hold that the universe had no other 
phases of being, than the few that are turned towards 

our faculties, and which our five senses enable us to 
perceive. 

Voltaire, (aliud agendo), has ingeniously expressed tustrated 
this truth in one of his philosophical romances. “‘ Tell ae 
me, says Micromegas,an inhabitant of one of the planets 
of the Dog-Star, to the secretary of the Academy of 
Sciences in the planet Saturn, at which he had recently 
arrived in a journey through the heavens,—‘ Tell me, 
how many senses have the men on your globe?’ ‘We 
have seventy-two senses, answered the academician, 

‘and we are, every day, complaining of the smallness 
of the number. Our imagination goes far beyond our 
wants. What are seventy-two senses! and how pitiful 
a boundary, even for beings with such limited percep- 
tions, to be cooped up within our ring and our five 
moons. In spite of our curiosity, and in spite of as 
many passions as can result from six dozen of senses, 
we find our hours hang very heavily on our hands, and 
can always find time enough for yawning.’ — ‘I can 
very well believe it,’ says Micromegas, ‘for, in our 
globe, we have very near one thousand senses ; and 
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yet, with all these, we feel continually a sort of listless 
inquietude and vague desire, which are for ever telling 
us that we are nothing, and that there are beings infi- 
nitely nearer perfection. I have travelled a good deal 
in the universe. I have seen many classes of mortals 
far beneath us, and many as much superior; but I 
have never had the good fortune to meet with any, 
who had not always more desires than real necessities 
to occupy their life. And, pray, how long may you 
Saturnians live, with your few senses δ᾿ continued the 
Sirian. ‘Ah! but a very short time indeed!’ said the 
little man of Saturn, witha sigh. ‘It is the same with 
us,’ said the traveller ; ‘we are for ever complaining of 
the shortness of life. It must be an universal law of 
nature. ‘Alas!’ said the Saturnian, ‘we live only five 
hundred great revolutions of the sun, (which is pretty 
much about fifteen thousand years of our counting). 
You see well, that this is to die almost the moment 
one is born. Our existence is a point,—our duration 
an instant,—our globe an atom. Scarcely have we 
begun to pick up a little knowledge, when death 
rushes in upon us, before we can have acquired any- 
thing like experience. As for me, I cannot venture 
even to think of any project. I feel myself but like 
a drop of water in the ocean; and, especially now, 
when I look to you and to myself, I really feel quite 
ashamed of the ridiculous appearance which I cut in 
the universe.’ 

“<«Tf I did not know you to be a philosopher,’ re- 
plied Micromegas, ‘I should be afraid of distressing 
you, when I tell you, that our life is seven hundred 
times longer than yours. But what is even that 1 
and, when we come to the last moment, to have lived a 
single day, and to have lived a whole eternity, amount 
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to the same thing. I have been in countries where 
they live a thousand times longer than with us; and 
I have always found them murmuring, just as we do 
ourselves. But you have seventy-two senses and 
they must have told you something about your globe. 
How many properties has matter with you ?’/—‘If you 
mean essential properties, said the Saturnian, ‘ with- 
out which our globe could not subsist, we count three 
hundred,—extension, impenetrability, mobility, grav- 
ity, divisibility, and so forth—‘ That small number, 
replied the gigantic traveller, ‘may be sufficient for 
the views which the Creator must have had with 
respect to your narrow habitation. Your globe is 
little; its inhabitants are so too. You have few senses; 
your matter has few qualities. In all this, Providence 
has suited you most happily to each other.’ 

“The academician was more and more astonished 
with everything which the traveller told him. At 
length, after communicating to each other a little of 
what they knew, and a great deal of what they knew 
not, and reasoning as well and as ill as philosophers 
usually do, they resolved to set out together on a 
little tour of the universe.“ 

Before leaving this subject, it is perhaps proper to 
observe, that had we faculties equal in number to all 
the possible modes of existence, whether of mind or 
matter, still would our knowledge of mind or matter 
be only relative. If material existence could exhibit 
ten thousand phenomena, and if we possessed ten 
thousand senses to apprehend these ten thousand 
phenomena of material existence,—of existence ab- 
solutely and in itself, we should be then as ignorant 
as we are at present. 


a Micromégas, chap. iiimED. 
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But the consideration that our actual faculties of 
knowledge are probably wholly inadequate in number 
to the possible modes of being, is of comparatively less 
importance than the other consideration to which we 
now proceed,—that whatever we know is not known 
as it is, but only as it seems to us to be; for it is of 
less importance that our knowledge should be limited 
than that our knowledge should be pure. It is, there- 
fore, of the highest moment that we should be aware 
that what we know is not a simple relation appre- 
hended between the object known and the subject 
knowing,—but that every knowledge is a sum made 
up of several elements, and that the great business of 
philosophy is to analyse and discriminate these ele- 
ments, and to determine from whence these contribu- 
tions have been derived. I shall explain what I mean 
by an example. In the perception of an external 
object, the mind does not know it in immediate rela- 
tion to itself, but mediately in relation to the material 
organs of sense. If, therefore, we were to throw these 
organs out of consideration, and did not take into 
account what they contribute to, and how they modify, 
our knowledge of that object, it is evident, that our 
conclusion in regard to the nature of external percep- 
tion would be erroneous. Again, an object of percep- 
tion may not even stand in immediate relation to the 
organ of sense, but may make its impression on that 
organ through an intervening medium. Now, if this 
medium be thrown out of account, and if it be not 
considered that the real external object is the sum of 
all that externally contributes to affect the sense, we 
shall, in like manner, run into error. For example, 
I see a book,—I see that book through an external 
medium, (what that medium is, we do not now in- 
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quire),—and I see it through my organ of sight, the 
eye. Now,as the full object presented to the mind, 
(observe that I say the mind), in perception, is an 
object compounded of the external object emitting 
or reflecting light, 1. 6., modifying the external me- 
dium,—of this external medium,—and of the living 
organ of sense, in their mutual relation,—let us sup- 
pose, in the example I have taken, that the full or 
adequate object perceived is equal to twelve, and that 
this amount is made up of three several parts,—of 
four, contributed by the book,—of four, contributed 
by all that intervenes between the book and the 
organ,—and of four, contributed by the living organ 
itself.* 

I use this illustration to show that the pheenomenon 
of the external object is not presented immediately to 
the mind, but is known by it only as modified through 
certain intermediate agencies ; and to show, that sense 
itself may be a source of error, if we do not analyse 
and distinguish what elements, in an act of perception, 
belong to the outward reality, what to the outward 
medium, and what to the action of sense itself. But 
this source of error is not limited to our perceptions ; 
and we are liable to be deceived, not merely by not 
distinguishing in an act of knowledge what is contri- 
buted by sense, but by not distinguishing what is con- 
tributed by the mind itself. This is the most difficult 
and important function of philosophy ; and the greater 
number of its higher problems arise in the attempt to 
determine the shares to which the knowing subject, 
and the object known, may pretend in the total act 
of cognition. For according as we attribute a larger or 


a This illustration is borrowed inan See his Sophyle ow de la Philosophie— 
improved form from F. Hemsterhuis. @uwvres Philosophiques, i. 279. —Ep. 
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asmaller proportion to each, we either run into the 
extremes of Idealism and Materialism, or maintain an 
equilibrium between the two. But, on this subject, 
it would be out of place to say anything further at 
present. 

From what has been said, you will be able, 1 hope, 
to understand what is meant by the proposition, that 
all our knowledge is only relative. It is relative, 1°, 
Because existence is not cognisable, absolutely and in 
itself, but only in special modes; 2°, Because these 
modes can be known only if they stand in a certain rela- 
tion to our faculties; and, 3°, Because the modes, thus 
relative to our faculties, are presented to, and known 
by, the mind only under modifications determined 
by these faculties themselves. This general doctrine 
being premised, it will be proper now to take some 
special notice of the several terms significant of the re- 
lative nature of our knowledge. And here, there are 
two opposite series of expressions,—1°, Those which 
denote the relative and the known; 2°, Those which 
denote the absolute and the unknown. Of the former 
class are the words phenomenon, mode, modifica- 
tion, state,—words which are employed in the defi- 
nition of Psychology ; and to these may be added the 
analogous terms, quality, property, attribute, acci- 
dent. Of the latter class,—that is, the absolute and the 
unknown,—is the word subject, which we have to ex- 
plain as an element of the definition, and its analogous 
expressions, substance and substratum. These opposite 
classes cannot be explained apart ; for, as each is cor- 
relative of the other, each can be comprehended only 
in and through its correlative. 

The term subject (ὑπόστασις, ὑποκείμενον, subjec- 
iwn) is used to denote the unknown basis which lies 
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under the various phenomena or properties of which LECT. 
we become aware, whether in our internal or external 
experience. In the more recent philosophy, especially 
in that of Germany, it has, however, been principally 
employed to denote the basis of the various mental 
phzenomena ; but of this special signification we are 
hereafter more particularly to speak.* The word sub- 
stance (substantia) may be employed in two, but two Substance. 
kindred meanings. It may be used either to denote 
that which exists absolutely and of itself ; in this sense 
it may be viewed as derived from swbsistendo, and as 
meaning ens per se subsistens; or it may be viewed as 
the basis of attributes, in which sense it may be re- 
garded as derived from substando, and as meaning zd 
quod substat accidentibus, like the Greek ὑπόστασις, 
ὑποκείμενον. In either case it will, however, signify 
the same thing, viewed in a different aspect. In the 
former meaning, it is considered in contrast to, and 
independent of, its attributes ; in the latter, as con- 
joined with these, and as affording them the condition 
of existence. In different relations, a thing may be 
at once considered as a substance, and as an attribute, 
quality, or mode. This paper is a substance in relation 
to the attribute of white; but it is itself a mode in 
relation to the substance, matter. Substance is thus 
a term for the substratum we are obliged to think to 
all that we variously denominate a mode, a state, a 
quality, an attribute, a property, an accident, a phe- 
nomenon, an appearance, &c. These, though expres- 
sions generically the same, are, however, used with 
specific distinctions. The terms mode, state, quality, 
a For the history and various mean- p. 806. See also Trendelenburg, 


ings of the terms Subject and Object, Elementa Logices Aristotelicw, § 1— 
see the Author’s note, feid’s Works, Eb. 
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attribute, property, accident, are employed in reference 
to a substance, as existing; the terms phenomenon, 
appearance, &c., in reference to it, as known. But 
each of these expressions has also its peculiar signi- 
fication. A mode is the manner of the existence of a 
thing. Take, for example, a piece of wax. ‘The wax 
may be round, or square, or of any other definite figure ; 
it may also be solid, or fluid. Its existence in any of 
these modes is not essential ; it may change from one 
to the other without any substantial alteration. As the 
mode cannot exist without a substance, we can accord 
to it only a secondary or precarious existence in rela- 
tion to the substance, to which we accord the privilege 
of existing by itself, per se existere; but though the sub- 
stance be not astricted to any particular mode of exist- 
ence, we must not suppose that it can exist,—or, at 
least, be conceived by us to exist,—in none. All modes 
are, therefore, variable states ; and though some mode 
is necessary for the existence of a thing, any individual 
mode is accidental. The word modification is properly 
the bringing a thing into a certain mode of existence, 
but it is very commonly employed for the mode of 
existence itself. State is a term nearly synonymous 
with mode, but of a meaning more extensive, as not 
exclusively limited to the mutable and contingent. 
Quality is, likewise, a word of a wider signification, 
for there are essential and accidental qualities.“ The 
essential qualities of a thing are those aptitudes, those 
manners of existence and action, which it cannot lose 
without ceasing to be. For example, in man, the facul- 
ties of sense and intelligence ; in body, the dimensions 
of length, breadth, and thickness ; in God, the attri- 


a The term quality should, in strict- butes. See the Author’s note, Rerd’s 
ness, be confined to accidental attri- Works, p. 836.—Ep. 
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butes of eternity, omniscience, omnipotence, &c. By xxcr. 
accidental qualities, are meant those aptitudes and hie? 
manners of existence and action, which substances 

have at one time and not at another; or which they 

have always, but may lose without ceasing to be. For 
example, of the transitory class are the whiteness of a 

wall, the health which we enjoy, the fineness of the 
weather, &c. Of the permanent class are the gravity 

of bodies, the periodical movement of the planets, &c. 

The term attribute is a word properly convertible atiivute. 
with quality, for every quality is an attribute, and 
every attribute is a quality; but, in our language, 
custom has introduced a certain distinction in their 
application. Attribute is considered as a word of 
loftier significance, and is, therefore, conventionally 
limited to qualities of a higher application. Thus, 
for example, it would be felt as indecorous to speak 
of the qualities of God, and as ridiculous to talk of 
the attributes of matter. 

Property is correctly a synonym for peculiar qua- Property. 
lity;* but it is frequently used as coextensive with 
quality in general. Accident, on the contrary, 18 an Accident. 
abbreviated expression for accidental or contingent 
quality. 

Phenomenon is the Greek word for that which Phenone- 
appears, and may therefore be translated by appear- 
ance. ‘There is, however, a distinction to be noticed. 

In the first place, the employment of the Greek term 
shows that it is used in a strict and philosophical 
application. In the second place, the English name is 
associated with a certain secondary or implied mean- 


a Inthe older and Aristotelian sense τοῦ πράγματος. By the later Logi- 
of the term. See Zopics,i. 5: Ἴδιον cians, the term property was less cor- 
δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὃ μὴ δηλοῖ μὲν τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι, rectly used to denote a necessary qua- 


μόνῳ δ᾽ ὑπάρχει καὶ ἀντικατηγορεῖται lity, whether peculiar or not.— Ep. 
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ing, which, in some degree, renders it inappropriate as 
a precise and definite expression. For the term ap- 
pearance is used to denote not only that which re- 
veals itself to our observation, as existent, but also to 
signify that which only seems to be, in contrast to 
that which truly is. There is thus not merely a cer- 
tain vagueness in the word, but it even involves a 
kind of contradiction to the sense in which it is used 
when employed for phenomenon. In consequence of 
this, the term phzenomenon has been naturalised, in 
our language, as a philosophical substitute for the 
term appearance. 
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ΠΟ IX: 


EXPLICATION OF TERMS—RELATIVITY OF HUMAN 
KNOWLEDGE. 


AFTER giving a definition of Psychology, or the Phi- Lect. 
losophy of Mind, in which I endeavoured to com- 
prise a variety of expressions, the explanation of en 
which might smooth the way in our subsequent pro- 
gress, 1 was engaged, during my last Lecture, in 
illustrating the principle, that all our knowledge of 
mind and matter is merely relative. We know, and 
can know, nothing absolutely and in itself: all that 
we know is existence in certain special forms or 
modes, and these, likewise, only in so far as they may 
be analogous to our faculties. We may suppose ex- 
istence to have a thousand modes ;—but these thou- 
sand modes are all to us as zero, unless we possess 
faculties accommodated to their apprehension. But 
were the number of our faculties coextensive with the 
modes of being,—had we, for each of these thousand 
modes, a separate organ competent to make it known 
to us,—still would our whole knowledge be, as it 15 at 
present, only of the relative. Of existence, absolutely 
and in itself, we should then be as ignorant as we are 
now. We should still apprehend existence only in 
certain special modes,—only in certain relations to 
our faculties of knowledge. 

These relative modes, whether belonging to the 
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world without or to the world within, are, under dif- 
ferent points of view and different limitations, known 
under various names, as qualities, properties, essences, 
accidents, phenomena, manifestations, appearances, 
and so forth; whereas the unknown something of 
which they are the modes,—the unknown ground, 
which affords them support,—is usually termed their 
substance or subject. Of the signification and dif- 
ferences of these expressions, I stated only what was 
necessary in order to afford a general notion of their 
philosophical application. Substance, (substantia), 1 
noticed, is considered either in contrast to its acci- 
dents, as ves per se subsistens, or in connection with 
them, as id quod substat accidentibus. It, there- 
fore, comprehends both the Greek terms οὐσία and 
ὑποκείμενον ;--- οὐσία being equivalent to substantia 
in the meaning of ens per se subsistens,—imoxetpevov 
to it, as id quod substat accidentibus.* The term 
subject is used only for substance in its second mean- 
ing, and thus corresponds to ὑποκείμενον ; its literal 
signification is, as its etymology expresses, that which 
lies, or is placed, wnder the pheenomena. So much for 
the terms substance and subject, significant of unknown 
or absolute existence. 

I then said a few words on the differences of the 
various terms expressive of known or relative exist- 
ence, mode, modification, state, quality, attribute, pro- 


a Ὑπόστασις, here noted, by way of 
interpolation, as of theological applica- 
tion. [On this point see Melanchthon, 
Erot. Dial. (Strigelii) p. 145, et seq. 
“Tn philosophia, generaliter nomine 
Essentie utimur pro re per sese consi- 
derata, sive sit in preedicamento sub- 
stanti, sive sit accidens. At ὑπό- 
στασις significat rem subsistentem, 
que opponitur accidentibus. Ecclesia 


vero cum quodam discrimine his vo- 
cabulis utitur. Nam yocabulum £s- 
sentie significat id quod revera est, 
etiamsi est communicatum. Ὑπό- 
στασις autem seu Persona est subsis- 
tens, vivum, individuum, intelligens, 
incommunicabile, non sustentatum in 
alio.” Compare the relative annota- 
tion by Strigelius, and Hocker, Clavis 
Phil. Avist., p. 301.—Eb.] 
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perty, phenomenon, appearance; but what I stated 1 xecr. 

do not think it necessary to recapitulate. ace 
I at present avoid entering into the metaphysics of Philoso. ὁ 

substance and phenomenon. I shall only observe in allen into 

general, that philosophers have frequently fallen into ent emo 

one or other of three different errors. Some have Substance. 

denied the reality of any unknown ground of the 

known phzenomena ; and have maintained that mind 

and matter have no substantial existence, but are 

merely the two complements of two series of asso- 

ciated qualities. This doctrine is, however, altogether 

futile. It belies the veracity of our primary beliefs ; 

it leaves unsatisfied the strongest necessities of our 

intellectual nature ; it admits as a fact that the phe- 

nomena are connected, but allows no cause explana- 

tory of the fact of their connection. Others, again, 

have fallen into an opposite error. They have at- 

tempted to speculate concerning the nature of the 

unknown grounds of the phenomena of mind and 

matter, apart from the phenomena, and have, accord- 

ingly, transcended the legitimate sphere of philosophy. 

A third party have taken some one, or more, of the 

phzenomena themselves as the basis or substratum of 

the others. Thus Descartes, at least as understood 

and followed by Malebranche and others of his dis- 

ciples, made thought or consciousness convertible with 

the substance of mind ;* and Bishops Brown and Law, 

with Dr Watts, constituted solidity and extension into 

the substance of body. This theory is, however, liable 


to all the objections which may be alleged against the 
first.? 


a Principia, pars i. $98, 51-538. On Metaphysics, pp. 615, 616, (7th ed.) 
this point see Stewart, Works, vol. ii. [Cf. Descartes, Principia, parsi. ὃ 53, 
p. 473, note A.—Ep. pars ii. ὃ 4.—Ep.] 

B Encyclopedia Britannica, art. 
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I defined Psychology, the science conversant about 
the phanomena of the mind, or conscious-subject, or 
self, or ego. The former parts of the definition have 
been explained; the terms mind, conscious-subject, self, 
and ego, come now to be considered. These are all only 
expressions for the unknown basis of the mental phee- 
nomena, viewed, however, in different relations. 

Of these the word mind is the first. In regard to 
the etymology of this term,” it is obscure and doubt- 
ful; perhaps, indeed, none of the attempts to trace it 
to its origin are successful. It seems to hold an ana- 
logy with the Latin mens, and both are probably de- 
rived from the same common root. This root, which 
is lost in the European languages of Scytho-Indian 
origin, is probably preserved in the Sanscrit mena, to 
know or understand. The Greek νοῦς, intelligence, 15, 
in like manner, derived from a verb of precisely the 
same meaning (voéw). The word mind is of a more 
limited signification than the term soul. In the Greek 
philosophy, the term ψυχὴ, soul, comprehends, besides 
the sensitive and rational principle in man, the prin- 
ciple of organic life, both in the animal and vegetable 
kingdoms ; and, in Christian theology, it is likewise 
used, in contrast to πνεῦμα or spirit, in a vaguer and 
more extensive signification. 

Since Descartes limited psychology to the domain 
of consciousness, the term mind has been rigidly em- 
ployed for the self-knowing principle alone. Mind, 
therefore, is to be understood as the subject of the 
various internal phsenomena of which we are con- 
scious, or that subject of which consciousness is the 
general phenomenon. Consciousness is, in fact, to the 
mind what extension is to matter or body. Though 


a On etymology of mind, &c.—see Scheidler’s Psychologie, p. 325. 
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both are phenomena, yet both are essential qualities; Lrcr. 
for we can conceive neither mind without conscious- —~ 
ness, nor body without extension. Mind can be de- Mind can 
fined only ὦ posterior’,—that is, only from its mani- Κα νη 
festations. What it is in itself, that is, apart from its 
manifestations,—we, philosophically, know nothing, 

and, accordingly, what we mean by mind is simply that 

which perceives, thinks, feels, wills, desires, &c. Mand, 

with us, is thus nearly coextensive with the Rational 

and Animal souls of Aristotle; for the faculty of 
voluntary motion, which is a function of the animal 

soul in the Peripatetic doctrine, ought not, as is gen- 

erally done, to be excluded from the phenomena of 
consciousness and mind. 

The definition of mind from its qualities is given 
by Aristotle; it forms the second definition in his 
Treatise on the Soul,” and after him, it is the one 
generally adopted by philosophers, and, among others, 
by Dr Reid. That Reid, therefore, should have been 
praised for having thus defined the mind, shows only 
the ignorance of his encomiasts. He has no peculiar 
merit in this respect at all. 

The next term to be considered is conscious-swb- Conscious- 
ject. And first, what is it to be conscious? With-""2"" 
out anticipating the discussion relative to conscious- 
ness, as the fundamental function of intelligence, 1 
may, at present, simply indicate to you what an act 


of consciousness denotes. 


a De Anima, ii. 2. Ἢ ψυχὴ δὲ 
τοῦτο ᾧ ζῶμεν Kad αἰσθανόμεθα καὶ δια- 
Cf. Themistius. 
Ei δὲ χρὴ λέγειν τί ἕκαστον τούτων, 


νοούμεθα πρώτως. 


οἷον τί τὸ νοητικὸν, ἢ τί τὸ αἰσθητικὸν, 

πρότερον ἐπισκεπτέον, τί τὸ νοεῖν, καὶ 
, > Ul \ 

τί τὸ αἰσθάνεσθαι' πρότεραι yap καὶ σα- 

φέστεραι πρὸς ἡμᾶς τῶν δυνάμεών εἶσιν 


This act is of the most 


αἱ ἐνέργειαι: προεντυγχάνομεν γὰρ av- 
ταῖς, καὶ τὰς δυνάμεις ἀπὸ τούτων ἐπι- 
νοοῦμεν. In lib. ii. De Anima, p. 76, 
(Ald. Fol.)—Eb. 

B Intellectual Powers, Essay i. ὁ. 235 
Works, p. 229. “ By the mind of a man, 
we understand thatin himwhich thinks, 
remembers, reasons, wills.”—Ep. 
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elementary character ; it is the condition of all know- 
ledge ; I cannot, therefore, define it to you; but, as 
you are all familiar with the thing, it is easy to enable 
you to connect the thing with the word. I know,— 
I desire,—I feel. What is it that is common to all 
these? Anowimg and desiring and feeling are not the 
same, and may be distinguished. But they all agree 
in one fundamental condition. Can I know, without 
knowing that 1 know? Can I desire, without knowing 
that I desire? Can I feel, without knowing that I 
feel? This is impossible. Now this knowing that I 
know or desire or feel,—this common condition of 
self-knowledge, is precisely what is denominated Con- 
sciousness.° 

So much at present for the adjective conscious— 
now for the substantive, subject,—conscious-subject. 
Though consciousness be the condition of all internal 
pheenomena, still it is itself only a phenomenon ; and, 
therefore, supposes a subject in which it inheres ;— 
that is, supposes something that 1s conscious,—some- 
thing that manifests itself as conscious. And, since 
consciousness comprises within its sphere the whole 
phenomena of mind, the expression conscious-subject 
is a brief, but comprehensive, definition of mind itself. 

I have already informed you of the general mean- 
ing of the word subject in its philosophical applica- 
tion,—viz., the unknown basis of phenomenal or 
manifested existence. It is thus, in its application, 
common equally to the external and to the internal 
worlds. But the philosophers of mind have, in a 
manner, usurped and appropriated this expression to 
themselves. Accordingly, in their hands, the phrases 
conscious or thinking subject, and subject simply, mean 


a Compare Discussions, Ὁ. 47.—Ep. 
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precisely the same thing; and custom has prevailed xcr. 
so far, that, in psychological discussions, the subject is ia 
a term now currently employed, throughout Europe, 

for the mind or thinking principle.” 

The question here occurs, what is the reason of Use of the 
this employment? If mind and subject are only con- oral 
vertible terms, why multiply synonyms? Why ex- ae 
change a precise and proximate expression for a vague 
and abstract generality? The question is pertinent, 
and merits a reply ; for unless it can be shown that 
the word is necessary, its introduction cannot possibly 
be vindicated. Now, the utility of this expression 15 
founded on two circumstances. The first, that it 
affords an adjective ; the second, that the terms swb- 
ject and subjective have opposing relatives in the terms 
object and objective, so that the two pairs of words 
together, enable us to designate the primary and most 
important analysis and antithesis of philosophy, in a 
more precise and emphatic manner than can be done 
by any other technical expressions. ‘This will require 
some illustration. 

Subject, we have seen, is a term for that in which Terms sub. 


jective and 


the phenomena revealed to our observation, inhere, Orjective ; 
—what the schoolmen have designated the materia ane 
in qua. limited to the mental phzenomena, subject,” 
therefore, denotes the mind itself; and subjective, that 

which belongs to, or proceeds from, the thinking sub- 

ject. Object, on the other hand, is a term for that about 

which the knowing subject is conversant,—what the 
schoolmen have styled the materia circa quam ; while 
objective means that which belongs to, or proceeds 

from, the object known, and not from the subject 
knowing ; and thus denotes what is real in opposition 


a See the Author’s note, Reid’s Works, Ὁ. 806.—ED, 
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Lect. to what is ideal,—what exists in nature, in contrast 
“to what exists merely in the thought of the in- 
dividual. 

Now, the great problem of philosophy is to analyse 

the contents of our acts of knowledge, or cognitions, 

—to distinguish what elements are contributed by 

the knowing subject, what elements by the object 

known. There must, therefore, be terms adequate to 

designate these correlative opposites, and to discrimi- 

nate the share which each has in the total act of 

cognition. But, if we reject the terms subject and 

subjective,—object and objective, there are no others 
competent to the purpose. 

Errors At this stage of your progress, Gentlemen, it is not 

want ofthe easy to make you aware of the paramount necessity of 

jst and such a distinction, and of such terms,—or to show you 

’ how, from the want of words expressive of this primary 

antithesis, the mental philosophy of this country has 

been checked in its development, and involved in the 

utmost perplexity and misconception. It is sufficient 

to remark at present, that to this defect in the lan- 

guage of his psychological analysis, is, in a great 

measure, to be attributed the confusion, not to say 

the errors, of Reid, in the very cardinal point of his 

philosophy, —a confusion so great that the whole 

tendency of his doctrine was misconceived by Brown, 

who, in adopting a modification of the hypothesis of 

a representative perception, seems not even to have 

suspected, that he, and Reid, and modern philosophers 

in general, were not in this at one.“ The terms sub- 

jective and objective denote the primary distinction in 

consciousness of se/f and not-self; and this distinction 


a See on this question the Author’s Supplementary Dissertations to Reid’s 
Discussions, Ὁ. 45 et seqg., and his Works, Notes B and C.—Ep. 
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involves the whole science of mind; for this science Ect. 
is nothing more than a determination of the subjective 
and objective, in themselves and in their mutual rela- 
tions. The distinction is of paramount importance, and 
of infinite application, not only in Philosophy proper, 
but in Grammar, Rhetoric, Criticism, Ethics, Politics, 
Jurisprudence, Theology. I will give you an example, 
—a philological example. Suppose a lexicographer had 
to distinguish the two meanings of the word certainty. 
Certainty expresses either, the firm conviction which 
we have of the truth of a thing; or the character of 
the proof on which its reality rests. The former is the 
subjective meaning; the latter the objective. By what 
other terms can they be distinguished and described 1 

The distinction of subject and object, as marking History of 
out the fundamental and most thorough-going anti- ΠΕΣ τ 
thesis in philosophy, we owe, among many other age 
important benefits, to the schoolmen, and from the . 
schoolmen the terms passed, both in their substan- 
tive and adjective forms, into the scientific language 
of modern philosophers. Deprived of these terms, 
the Critical Philosophy, indeed the whole philosophy 
of Germany and France, would be a blank. In this 
country, though familiarly employed in scientific lan- 
guage, even subsequently to the time of Locke, the 
adjective forms seem at length to have dropt out 
of the English tongue. That these words waxed ob- 
solete, was, perhaps, caused by the ambiguity which 
had gradually crept into the signification of the sub- 
stantives. Object, besides its proper signification, 
came to be abusively applied to denote motive, end, 
Jindal cause, (a meaning, by the way, not recognised 
by Johnson). This innovation was probably borrowed 
from the French, in whose language the word had 

VOL: 1. L 
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Lect. been similarly corrupted, after the commencement 
*_ of the last century. Subject in English, as seyet in 
French, had not been rightly distinguished from 
object, taken in its proper meaning, and had thus 
returned to the original ambiguity of the correspond- 
ing term (ὑποκείμενον) in Greek. It is probable that 
the logical application of the word, (subject of pre- 
dication), facilitated, or occasioned this confusion. 
In using the terms, therefore, we think that an ex- 
planation, but no apology, is required. The distinc- 
tion is expressed by no other terms ; and if these did 
not already enjoy a prescriptive right as denizens of 
the language, it cannot be denied that, as strictly 
analogical, they are well entitled to sue out their 
naturalisation. We shall have frequent occasion to 
recur to this distinction,—and it is eminently worthy 
of your attention. 
self, Eyo— ‘The last parallel expressions are the terms se/f and 
from Plato, 600. ‘These we shall take together, as they are ab- 
solutely convertible. As the best preparative for a 
proper understanding of these terms, I shall trans- 
late to you a passage from the first Alcibiades of 
Plato.“ The interlocutors are Socrates and Alci- 
biades. 
“Socr. Hold, now, with whom do you at present 
converse? Is it not with me ?—Alczb. Yes. 
Socr. And I also with you ?—Alcib. Yes. 
Socr. It is Socrates then who speaks ?—Alcib. As- 
suredly. 
Socr. And Alcibiades who listens ?—Alcib. Yes. 


a P. 129. The genuineness, how- Schleiermacher’s Introduction, trans- 
ever, of this Dialogue is questionable. lated by Dobson, p. 328; Brandis, 
See Ritter, Hist. of Ancient Philosophy, Gesch. der Gr.-Rém. Philosophie, vol. 
vol, ii, p. 164, (English translation); 11. p. 180.—Ep. 
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Socr. Is it not with language that Socrates speaks ? 
—Alcib. What now ? of course. 

Socr. To converse, and to use language, are not 
these then the same ?—Alcib. The very same. , 

Socr. But he who uses a thing, and the thing used, 
—are these not different? — Alcib. What do you 
mean 4 

Socr. A currier,—does he not use a cutting knife, 
and other instruments /—Alcib. Yes. 

Socr. And the man who uses the cutting knife, is 
he different from the instrument he uses ? — Alcib. 
Most certainly. 

Socr. In like manner, the lyrist, is he not different 
from the lyre he plays on ?—Alcib. Undoubtedly. 

Socr. This, then, was what I asked you just now, 
—does not he who uses a thing seem to you al- 
ways different from the thing used ?—Alczb. Very 
different. 

Socr. But the currier, does he cut with his instru- 
ments alone, or also with his hands ?— Alcib. Also 
with his hands. 

Socr. He then uses his hands !—Alcib. Yes. 

Socr. And in his work he uses also his eyes !— 
Alcib. Yes. 

Socr. We are agreed, then, that he who uses a 
thing, and the thing used, are different /—Alcib. We 
are. 

Socr. The currier and lyrist are, therefore, different 
from the hands and the eyes, with which they work ¢ 
—Alcib. So it seems. 

Socr. Now, then, does not a man use his whole 
body #—Alcib. Unquestionably. 

Socr. But we are agreed that he who uses, and that 
which is used, are different ?—Alczb. Yes. 


LECT. 
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LECT. Socr. A man is, therefore, different from his ce 
—— —Alecib. So I think. - 
Socr. What then is the man ?—Alcib. I en say. 

Socr. You can at least say that the man is that 
which uses the body ?—Alczb. True. 

Socr. Now, does anything use the body but the 
mind ?—Alcib. Nothing. 

Socr. The mind is, therefore, the man ?—Alcib. The 
mind alone.” 

To the same effect, Aristotle asserts that the mind 
contains the man, not the man the mind.* “Thou 
art the soul,” says Hierocles, “ but the body is thine.” 
So Cicero—“ Mens cujusque is est quisque, non ea 
figura quee digito demonstrari potest ;” ” and Macro- 
bius—* Ergo qui videtur, non ipse verus homo est, sed 
verus ille est, a quo regitur quod videtur.” ὃ 

No one has, however, more beautifully expressed 

Arbuthnot. this truth than Arbuthnot : ἡ 


“What am T, whence produced, and for what end ἢ 
Whence drew I being, to what period tend ? 
Am I th’ abandon’d orphan of blind chance, 
Dropp’d by wild atoms in disorder’d dance ? 
Or, from an endless chain of causes wrought, 
And of unthinking substance, born with thought ? 
Am I but what I seem, mere flesh and blood, 
A branching channel with a mazy flood ? 
The purple stream that through my vessels glides, 
Dull and unconscious flows, like common tides, 
The pipes, through which the circling juices stray, 
Are not that thinking I, no more than they: 


a That the mind is the man, is —EDp. 
maintained by Aristotle in several y Somnium Scipionis, ce. 8.—ED. 
places. Cf. Hth. Nic., ix. 8; x. 7; but δ Macrobius, Jn Somnium Scipionis, 
these do not contain the exact words 110. ii. ο. 12.—Ep. 
of the text.—Eb. e Know thyself. See Dodsley’s Col- 
BInAurea Pythagoreorum Carmina, lection, vol. i. p. 180.—Eb. 
26: Σὺ γὰρ ef ἣ ψυχή" τὸ δὲ σῶμα σόν. 
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This frame, compacted with transcendent skill, 
Of moving joints, obedient to my will ; 

Nurs’d from the fruitful glebe, like yonder tree, 
Waxes and wastes,—I call it mine, not me. 
New matter still the mould’ring mass sustains ; 
The mansion chang’d, the tenant still remains ; 
And, from the fleeting stream repair’d by food, 
Distinct, as is the swimmer from the flood.” 


But let us come to a closer determination of the 
point ; let us appeal to our experience. “1 turn my 
attention on my being, and find that I have organs, 
and that I have thoughts. My body is the comple- 
ment of my organs ; am 1 then my body, or any part 
of my body? This I cannot be. The matter of my 
body, in all its points, is in a perpetual flux, in a 
perpetual process of renewal. I—J do not pass 
away, 1 am not renewed. None probably of the 
molecules which constituted my organs some years 
ago, form any part of the material system which 1 
now call mine. It has been made up anew; but 1 
am still what I was of old. These organs may be 
mutilated,—one, two, or any number of them may be 
removed ; but not the less do I continue to be what 
I was, one and entire. It is even not impossible to 
conceive me existing, deprived of every organ,—l, 
therefore, who have these organs, or this body, J am 
neither an organ nor a body. 

“Neither am I identical with my thoughts, for they 
are manifold and various. I, on the contrary, am 
one and the same. Each moment they change and 
succeed each other; this change and succession takes 
place in me, but I neither change nor succeed myself 
in myself. Each moment, I am aware or am conscious 
of the existence and change of my thoughts: this 
change is sometimes determined by me, sometimes by 
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something different from me; but I always can dis- 
tinguish myself from them,—I am a permanent being, 
an enduring subject, of whose existence these thoughts 
are only so many modes, appearances, or pheenomena. 
—I who possess orgaiis and thoughts am, therefore, 
neither these organs nor these thoughts. 

“1 can conceive myself to exist apart from every 
organ. Butif I try to conceive myself existent with- 
out a thought,—without some form of consciousness, 
—I am unable. This or that thought may not be 
perhaps necessary; but of some thought it is neces- 
sary that I should be conscious, otherwise I can no 
longer conceive myself to be. A suspension of thought 
is thus a suspension of my intellectual existence ; I 
am, therefore, essentially a thinking,—a conscious 
being; and my true character is that of an intelli- 
gence,—an intelligence served by organs.”* 

But this thought, this consciousness, is possible 
only in, and through, the consciousness of Self. The 
Self, the I, is recognised in every act of intelligence, 
as the subject to which that act belongs. It is I that 
perceive, I that imagine, I that remember, I that 
attend, I that compare, I that feel, I that desire, I 
that will, I that am conscious. The J, indeed, is only 
manifested in one or other of these special modes ; 
but it is manifested in them all; they are all only 
the phenomena of the I, and, therefore, the science 
conversant about the phznomena of mind is, most 
simply and unambiguously, said to be conversant 
about the phenomena of the J or Ego. 

This expression, as that which, in many relations, 
best marks and discriminates the conscious mind, has 
now become familiar in every country, with the ex- 

a Gatien-Arnoult, [ Doct. Phil., p. 84-86.—Eb.] 
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ception of our own. Why it has not been naturalised LECT. 
with us is not unapparent. The French have two words —— 
for the Ego or I—Je and Moz. The former of these 
is less appropriate as an abstract term, being in sound 
ambiguous ; but le mot admirably expresses what the 
Germans denote, but less felicitously, by their Das Ich. 
In English the I could not be tolerated ; because, in 
sound, it would not be distinguished from the word 
significant of the organ of sight. We must, therefore, 
either renounce the term, or resort to the Latin Kgo ; 
and this is perhaps no disadvantage, for, as the word 
is only employed in a strictly philosophical relation, 
it is better that this should be distinctly marked, by 
its being used in that relation alone. The term Self 
is more allowable ; yet still the expressions go and 
Non-Ego are felt to be less awkward than those of 
Self and Not-Self. 

So much in explanation of the terms involved in 
the definition which I gave you of Psychology. 
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LECTURE X. 
EXPLICATION OF TERMS. 


I now proceed, as I proposed, to the consideration of 
a few other words of frequent occurrence in philo- 
sophy, and which it is expedient to explain at once, 
before entering upon discussions in which they will 
continually recur. I take them up without order, 
except in so far as they may be grouped together by 
their meaning ; and the first I shall consider, are the 
terms hypothesis and theory. 

When a phenomenon is presented to us which can 
be explained by no cause within the sphere of our 
experience, we feel dissatisfied and uneasy. A desire 
arises to escape from this unpleasing state; and the 
consequence of this desire is an effort of the mind 
to recall the outstanding phzenomenon to unity, by 
assigning it, ad interim, to some cause or class, to 
which we imagine that it may possibly belong, until 
we shall be able to refer it, permanently, to that 
cause, or class, to which we shall have proved it 
actually to appertain. The judgment by which the 
phzenomenon is thus provisorily referred, is called an 
hypothesis,—a supposition. 

Hypotheses have thus no other end than to satisfy 
the desire of the mind to reduce the objects of its 
knowledge to unity and system; and they do this in 
recalling them, ad interim, to some principle, through 
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which the mind is enabled to comprehend them. From tect. 
this view of their nature it is manifest, how far they Ξ 
are permissible, and how far they are even useful and 
expedient,—throwing altogether out of account the 
possibility that what is at first assumed as hypotheti- 

cal, may subsequently be proved true. 

An hypothesis is allowable only under certain con- Two condi- 
ditions. Of these the first is,—that the phenomenon samen 
to be explained, should be ascertained actually to spe: 
exist. It would, for example, be absurd to propose 
an hypothesis to account for the possibility of appa- 
ritions, until it be proved that ghosts do actually 
appear. ‘This precept, to establish your fact before 
you attempt to conjecture its cause, may, perhaps, 
seem to you too elementary to be worth the state- 
ment. But a little longer experience will convince 
you of the contrary. That the enunciation of the 
rule is not only not superfluous, but even highly 
requisite as an admonition, is shown by great and 
numerous examples of its violation in the history of 
science ; and, as Cullen has truly observed, there are 
more false facts current in the world than false hypo- 
theses to explain them. There is, in truth, nothing 
which men seem to admit so hehtly as an asserted 
fact. Of this I might adduce to you a host of mem- 
orable examples. I shall content myself with one small 
but significant illustration. 

Charles II., soon after the incorporation of the Royal 
Society, which was established under his patronage, 
sent to request of that learned body an explanation 
of the following phenomenon. When a live fish is 
thrown into a basin of water, the basin, water, and 
fish do not weigh more than the basin and water. 
before the fish is thrown in; whereas, when a dead 
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fish is employed, the weight of the whole is exactly 
equal to the added weights of the basin, the water, 
and the fish. Much learned discussion ensued regard- 
ing this curious fact, and several elaborate papers, pro- 
pounding various hypotheses in explanation, were read 
on the occasion. At leneth a member, who was better 
versed in Aristotle than his associates, recollected that 
the philosopher had laid it down, as a general rule of 
philosophising, to consider the an sit of a fact, before 
proceeding to investigate the cur sit; and he ventured 
to insinuate to his colleagues, that, though the autho- 
rity of the Stagirite was with them,—the disciples of 
Bacon,—of small account, it might possibly not be 
altogether inexpedient to follow his advice on the 
present occasion ; seeing that it did not, in fact, seem 
at variance with common sense, and that none of the 
hypotheses proposed were admitted to be altogether 
satisfactory. After much angry discussion, some mem- 
bers asserting the fact to be in itself notorious, and 
others declaring that to doubt of its reality was an 
insult to his majesty, and tantamount to a construc- 
tive act of treason, the experiment was made,—when 
lo! to the confusion of the wise men of Gotham,—the 
name by which the Society was then popularly known, 
—it was found that the weight was identical, whether 
a dead or a living fish were used. 

This is only a past and petty illustration. It would 
be easy to adduce extensive hypotheses, very generally 
accredited, even at the present hour, which are, how- 
ever, nothing better than assumptions founded on, or 
explanatory of, phenomena which do not really exist 
in nature. 

The second condition of a permissible hypothesis is, 
—that the phenomenon cannot be explained otherwise 
than by an hypothesis. It would, for example, have 
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been absurd, even before the discoveries of Franklin, Lect. 
to account for the phenomenon of lightning by the a 
hypothesis of supernatural agency. These two condi- 
tions, of the reality of the phenomenon, and the neces- 
sity of an hypothesis for its explanation, being ful- 
filled, an hypothesis is allowable.* 

But the necessity of some hypothesis being con- Criteria of 
ceded, how are we to discriminate between a good lence of au 
and a bad,—a probable and an improbable hypo- ae 
thesis? The comparative excellence of an hypothesis 
requires, in the first place, that it involve nothing 
contradictory, either internally or externally,—that is, 
either between the parts of which it is composed, or 
between these and any established truths. Thus, the 
Ptolemaic hypothesis of the heavenly revolutions be- 
came worthless, from the moment that it was contra- 
dicted by the ascertained phenomena of the planets 
Venus and Mercury. ‘Thus the Wernerian hypothesis 
in geology is improbable, inasmuch as it is obliged to 
maintain that water was originally able to hold in 
solution substances which it is now incapable of dis- 
solving. The Huttonian hypothesis, on the contrary, 
is so far preferable, that it assumes no effect to have 
been produced by any agent, which that agent is not 
known to be capable of producing. In the second 
place, an hypothesis is probable in proportion as the 
phenomenon in question can be by it more com- 
pletely explained. Thus, the Copernican hypothesis 
is more probable than the Tychonic and semi-Tychonic, 
inasmuch as it enables us to explain a greater number 
of phenomena. In the third place, an hypothesis is 
probable, in proportion as it is independent of all 
subsidiary hypotheses. In this respect, again, thie 


a [On the conditions of legitimate Sturm, Physica Electiva, Diss. Prelim, 
hypothesis compare John Christopher art. 3, tom. i. p. 28.] 
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LEcT. Copernican hypothesis is more probable than the 
as Tychonic. For, though both save all the pheenomena, 
the Copernican does this by one principal assumption ; 
whereas the Tychonic is obliged to call in the aid of 
several subordinate suppositions, to render the prin- 
cipal assumption available. So much for hypothesis. 
I have dwelt longer on hypothesis than perhaps 
was necessary; for you must recollect that these 
terms are, at present, considered only in order to 
enable you to understand their signification when 
casually employed. We shall probably, in a subse- 
quent part of the Course, have occasion to treat of 
them expressly, and with the requisite details. I 
shall, therefore, be more concise in treating of the 
cognate expression,—theory. This word is employed 
by English writers, in a very loose and ‘improper 
sense. It is with them usually convertible with hypo- 
thesis, and hypothesis is commonly used as another 
term for conjecture. Dr Reid, indeed, expressly does 
this ; he identifies the two words, and explains them 
as philosophical conjectures, as you may see in his 

First Essay on the Intellectual Powers, (Chapter III.)* 

This is, however, wrong; wrong, in relation to the 

original employment of ‘the terms by the ancient phi- 

losophers ; and wrong, in relation to their πο ure 
by the philosophers of the modern nations. 

Ἔν The terms theory and theor etacal are properly used 
in opposition to the terms practice and practical ; in 
this sense they were exclusively employed by the an- 
cients ; and in this sense they are almost exclusively 
employed by the Continental philosophers. Prac- 
tice is the exercise of an art, or the application of a 
science, in life, which application is itself an art, for it 


a Works, p. 235; see also p. 97.—Ep. 
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is not every one who is able to apply all he knows ; LnCT. 
there being required, over and above knowledge, a 
certain dexterity and skill. Theory, on the contrary, 
is mere knowledge or science. ‘There is a distinction, 
but no opposition, between theory and practice ; each 
to a certain extent supposes the other. On the one 
hand, theory is dependent on practice,—practice must 
have preceded theory ; for theory being only a gener- 
alisation of the principles on which practice proceeds, 
these must originally have been taken out of, or ab- 
stracted from, practice. On the other hand, this is 
true only to a certain extent ; for there 15 no practice 
without a theory. The man of practice must have 
always known something, however little, of what he 
did, of what he intended to do, and of the means by 
which his intention was to be carried into effect. He 
was, therefore, not wholly ignorant of the principles of 
his procedure; he was a limited, he was, in some degree, 
an unconscious, theorist. As he proceeded, however, in 
his practice, and reflected on his performance, his theory 
acquired greater clearness and extension, so that he 
became at last distinetly conscious of what he did, and 
could give, to himself and others, an account of his 
procedure. 

“ Per varios usus artem experientia fecit, 

Exemplo monstrante viam.” * 

In this view, theory is, therefore, simply a know- 
ledge of the principles by which practice accomplishes 
its ends. 

The opposition of Theoretical and Practical philo- Theoretical 
sophy is somewhat different ; for these do not stand cal δὶ Philo. 
simply related to each αἰ δου as theory and practice. “” a 
Practical philosophy involves likewise a theory,—a 


a [Manilius, i. 62.] 
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theory, however, subordinated to the practical appli- 
cation of its principles ; while theoretical philosophy 
has nothing to do with practice, but terminates in 
mere speculative or contemplative knowledge.* 

The next group of associated words to which I 
would call your attention, is composed of the terms,— 
power, faculty, capacity, disposition, habit, act, opera- 
tion, energy, function, &e. 

Of these the first is power, and the explanation of 
this, in a manner, involves that of all the others. 

I have, in the first place, to correct an error of 
Dr Reid, in relation to this term, in his criticism of 
Locke’s statement of its import.—You will observe 
that I do not, at present, enter on the question, How 
do we acquire the notion of power? and I defend the 
following passage of Locke, only in regard to the 
meaning and comprehension of the term. “The 
mind,” says Locke, “being every day informed, by the 
senses, of the alteration of those simple ideas it observes 
in things without, and taking notice how one comes to 
an end, and ceases to be, and another begins to exist 
which was not before ; reflecting also on what passes 
within itself, and observing a constant change of its 
ideas, sometimes by the impression of outward objects 
on the senses, and sometimes by the determination of 
its own choice; and concluding from what it has so 
constantly observed to have been, that the like changes 
will, for the future, be made on the same things, by 
like agents, and by the like ways ; considers, in one 
thing, the possibility of having any of its simple ideas 
changed, and, in another, the possibility of making 
that change ; and so comes by that idea which we call 
power. Thus we say, fire has a power to melt gold, 


a See ante, p. 113.—Eb. 
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—that is, to destroy the consistency of its insensible Lxcr. 
parts, and consequently its hardness, and make it —— 
fluid, and gold has a power to be melted: that the sun 

has a power to blanch wax, and wax a power to be 
blanched by the sun, whereby the yellowness is de- 
stroyed, and whiteness made to exist in its room. In 
which, and the like cases, the power, we consider, is 

in reference to the change of perceivable ideas ; for we 
cannot observe any alteration to be made in, or ope- 
ration upon, anything, but by the observable change 

of its sensible ideas; nor conceive any alteration to 

be made, but by conceiving a change of some of its 
ideas. Power, thus considered, is twofold—viz., as able 

to make, or able to receive, any change: the one may 

be called active, and the other passive power.”* 

I have here only to call your attention to the dis- Active and 
tinction of power into two kinds, active and passive— Βοος 
the former meaning, τα quod potest facere, that which 
can effect or can do,—the latter id quod potest fiers, 
that which can be effected or can be done. In both 
cases the general notion of power is expressed by the 
verb potest or can. Now, on this, Dr Reid makes the 
following strictures. “On this account by Locke,” he 
says, “of the origin of our idea of power, I would beg 
leave to make two remarks, with the respect that is 
most justly due to so great a philosopher and so good 
aman.” We are at present concerned only with the 
first of these remarks by Dr Reid, which is as follows, 

—“ Whereas Locke distinguishes power into active 
and passive, I conceive passive power is no power at 
all. He means by it, the possibility of being changed. 
To call this power, seems to be a misapplication of the 


a Essay, Book ii. ch. 21, 8 1.—Ep. | Works, p. 519.—Ep. 
B Active Powers, Essay i. ch. 3; 
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word. I do not remember to have met with the phrase 
passive power in any other good author. Mr Locke 
seems to have been unlucky in inventing it; and it 
deserves not to be retained in our language. Perhaps 
he was unwarily led into it, as an opposite to active 
power. But I conceive we call tertain powers active, 
to distinguish them from other powers that are called 
speculative. As all mankind distinguish action from 
speculation, it is very proper to distinguish the powers 
by which those different operations are performed, 
into active and speculative. Mr Locke, indeed, ac- 
knowledges that active power is more properly called 
power: but I see no propriety at all in passive 
power ; it is a powerless power, and a contradiction 
in terms.” 

These observations of Dr Reid are, I am sorry to 
say, erroneous from first to last. The latter part, in 
which he attempts to find a reason for Locke being 
unwarily betrayed into making this distinction, is, 
—supposing the distinction untenable, and Locke its 
author,—wholly inadequate to account for his hallu- 
cination ; for, surely, the powers by which we specu- 
late are, in their operations, not more passive than 
those that have sometimes been styled active, but 
which are properly denominated practical. But in 
the censure itself on Locke, Reid is altogether mis- 
taken. In the first place, so far was Locke from 
being unlucky in inventing the distinction, it was 
invented some two thousand years before. In the 
second place, to call the possibility of being changed a 
power, is no misapplication of the word. In the third 
place, so far is the phrase passive power from not 
being employed by any good author,—there is hardly 
a metaphysician previous to Locke, by whom it was 
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not familiarly used. In fact, this was one of the most 
celebrated distinctions in philosophy. 
formally enounced by Aristotle,“ and from him was 
universally adopted. Active and passive power are 
in Greek styled δύναμις ποιητική, and δύναμις παθητική ; 
in Latin, potentia activa, and potentia passiva.? 

Power, therefore, is a word which we may use both 
in an active, and in a passive, signification ; and, in 
psychology, we may apply it both to the active facul- 
ties, and to the passive capacities, of mind. 
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This leads to the meaning of the terms faculty and Faculty. 


capacity. Faculty (facultas) is derived from the ob- 
solete Latin facul,—the more ancient form of facilis 
from which again facilitas is formed. It is properly 
limited to active power, and, therefore, is abusively 
applied to the mere passive affections of mind. 


Capacity (capacitas), on the other hand, is more Capacity. 


properly limited to these. Its primary signification, 
which is literally room for, as well as its employment, 
favours this; although it cannot be denied, that there 
are examples of its usage in an active sense. Leibnitz, 
as far as I know, was the first who limited its psycho- 
logical application to the passivities of mind. In his 
famous Nouveaux Essais sur 0 Entendement Humain, 
a work written in refutation of Locke’s Hssay on the 
same subject, he observes :—‘“ We may say that power 


(puissance), in general, is 


a See Metaph., iv. 
(ix.) 1.—Eb. 

'B This distinction is, indeed, estab- 
lished in the Greek language itself. 
That tongue has, among its other 
marvellous perfections, two sets of 
potential adjectives, the one for active, 
the other for passive power. Those 
for active power are denoted by ter- 


VOL. 1- 


(Guay) 12. ἡ σα. 


the possibility of change. 


minations in τικός, those for passive 
power by terminations in tés. Thus 
ποιητικόν, that which can make ; ποιη- 
τόν, that which can be made; κινητι- 
κόν, that which can move; κινητόν 
that which ean be moved; and so 
πρακτικός and πρακτός, αἰσθητικός and 
αἰσθητός, νοητικός and νοητός, oiko- 
δομητικός and oikodountds, &e. 
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Now the change, or the act of this possibility, being 
action in one subject and passion in another, there 
will be two powers (deux puissances), the one passive, 
the other active. The active may be called faculty, 
and perhaps the passive might be called capacity, or 
receptivity. It is true that the active power is some- 
times taken in a higher sense, when, over and above 
the simple faculty, there is also a tendency, a nisus ; 
and it is thus that I have used it in my dynamical 
considerations. We might give to it in this meaning 
the special name of force.”“ I may notice that Reid 
seems to have attributed no other meaning to the 
term power than that of force. 

Power, then, is active and passive ; faculty is active 
power,—capacity is passive power.® 

The two terms next in order, are disposition, in 
Greek, διάθεσις ; and habit, in Greek, ἕξις. I take these 
together as they are similar, yet not the same. Both 
are tendencies to action ; but they differ in this, that 
disposition properly denotes a natural tendency, habit 
an acquired tendency. Aristotle distinguishes them 
by another difference. “Habit (ἕξις) is discriminated 
from disposition (διάθεσις) in this, that the latter is 
easily movable, the former of longer duration, and 
more difficult to be moved.”” I may notice that habit 
is formed by the frequent repetition of the same action 
or passion, and that this repetition is called consue- 
tude, or custom. The latter terms, which properly 


a Nouveaux Essais, liv. ii. ch. 21. gen iiber das Wesen und Wirken der 
§ 2.—Ep. menschlichen Seele, p. 663 Jouffroy, 
A (Distinction of Facultyand Power, Mélanges, p. 345 et seq. ; Daube, Essai 
—Faculty being given to self-active dJdéologie, p. 186; Fries, Anthropo- 
forces, Power to both active and pas-  logie, i. p. 26, (ed. 1820.)] 
sive: see Wolf, Psych. Emp., § 29; y Categ., c. 8.—ED. 
Psych. Rat., §81; Weiss, Untersuchun- 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 179 


sionify the cause, are not unfrequently abusively em- Lect. 
ployed for habit, their effect. Ἔ 

I may likewise observe that the terms power, 
faculty, capacity, are more appropriately applied to 
natural, than to acquired, capabilities, and are thus 
inapplicable to mere habits. I say mere habits, for 
where habit is superinduced upon a natural capability, 
both terms may be used. Thus we can say both the 
faculty of abstraction, and the habit of abstraction,— 
the capacity of suffering, and the habit of suffering ; 
but still the meanings are not identical. 

The last series of cognate terms are act, operation, Ἀτ| Dis 
energy. They are all mutually convertible, as all de- Energy. 
noting the present exertion or exercise of a power, a 
faculty, or a habit. J must here explain to you the 
famous distinction of actual and potential existence, Potential 
for, by this distinction, act, operation, energy, are con- Existence, 
tradiscriminated from power, faculty, capacity, dispo- 
sition, and habit. This distinction, when divested of 
certain subordinate subtleties of no great consequence, 
is manifest and simple. Potential existence means 
merely that the thing may be at some time; actual 
existence, that it now zs.° Thus, the mathematician, 
when asleep or playing at cards, does not exercise his 
skill; his geometrical knowledge is all latent, but he is 
still a mathematician,—potentially. 

“Ut quamvis tacet Hermogenes, cantor tamen atque 
Optimus est modulator ;—ut Alfenus vafer, omni 


Abjecto instrumento artis, clansaque taberua, 
Sutor erat.” 


Hermogenes, says Horace, was a singer, even when 
silent ; how 1--ἃ singer, not im actu but in posse. So 


a This distinction is well illustrated on Avist. de Anima, ii. 1.—Ep. 
in the learned note of T'rendelenburg B Horace, Sat. i. 3, 129.—Ep. 
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Alfenus was a cobbler, even when not at work; that is, 
he was a cobbler potential; whereas, when busy in his 
booth, he was a cobbler actual. 

In like manner, my sense of sight potentially exists, 
though my eyelids are closed ; but when I open them, 
it exists actually. Now, power, faculty, capacity, dis- 
position, habit, are all different expressions for potential 
or possible existence; act, operation, energy, for actual 
or present existence. Thus the power of imagination 
expresses the unexerted capability of imagining; the 
act of imagination denotes that power elicited into 
immediate, — into present, existence. The different 
synonyms for potential existence, are existence ἐν 
δυνάμει, in potentia, in posse, in power; for actual 
existence, existence ἐν ἐνεργείᾳ, or ἐν ἐντελεχείᾳ, in 
actu, in esse, in act, im operation, in energy. The 
term energy is precisely the Greek term for act or 
operation ; but it has vulgarly obtained the meaning 
of forcible activity.“ 

The word fuwnctio, in Latin, simply expresses per- 
formance or operation ; functio muneris is the exer- 
tion of an energy of some determinate kind.® But 
with us the word function has come to be employed 
in the sense of munus alone, and means not the exer- 
cise, but the specific character, of a power. Thus the 
function of a clergyman does not mean with us the 


a But there is another relation of accomplishment. This affords the 


potentiality and actuality which I may 
notice,—Hermogenes, Alfenus, before, 
and after, acquiring the habits of 
singer, and cobbler. There is thus a 
double kind of potentiality and actu- 
ality,—for when Hermogenes has ob- 
tained the habit and power of sing- 
ing, though not actually exercising, 
he is a singer in actu, in relation to 
himself, before he had acquired the 


distinction taken by Aristotle of first 
and second energy,—the first being 
the habit acquired, the second the 
immediate exercise of that habit. 
[Cf. De Anima, lib. ii. ο. 1.—Ep.] 

B [* Functio est actio qua facultas 
vim suam exerit, suumque effectum 
producit.” Tosca, Comp. Philosoph., 
vol, vii. p. 156.] 
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performance of his duties, but the peculiarity of those 
duties themselves. The function of nutrition does not 
mean the operation of that animal power, but its dis- 
criminate character. 

So much by way of preliminary explanation of the 
psychological terms in most general and frequent use. 
Others, likewise, I shall, in the sequel, have occasion to 
elucidate ; but these may, I think, more appropriately 
be dealt with as they happen to occur. 


LECT. 
X. 
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LECTURE XI. 


OUTLINE OF DISTRIBUTION OF MENTAL PHAINOMENA : 
CONSCIOUSNESS,—ITS SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 


Lect. [1 Now proceed to the consideration of the important 


-- subject,—the Distribution of the Mental Phenomena 


Distribution « Re: : 
of the men. to their primary or most general classes. In regard 


ta’ Pheno- to the distribution of the mental pheenomena, I shall 
not at present attempt to give any history or criti- 
cism of the various classifications which have been 
proposed by different philosophers. These classifica- 
tions are so numerous, and so contradictory, that, in 
the present stage of your knowledge, such a history 
would only fatigue the memory, without informing 
the understanding ; for you cannot be expected to 
be as yet able to comprehend, at least many of the 
reasons which may be alleged for, or against, the dif- 
ferent distributions of the human faculties. I shall, 
therefore, at once proceed to state the classification 
of these, which I have adopted as the best. 

Grins. In taking a comprehensive survey of the mental 


ness,—the 


one essen- Phenomena, these are all seen to comprise one essen- 


tial element 


of the men- t1al element, or to be possible only under one necessary 
tal Phene- Condition. This element or condition is Conscious- 
ness, or the knowledge that [—that the Ego exists, 
in some determinate state. In this knowledge they 


appear, or are realised as phenomena, and with this 
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knowledge they likewise disappear, or have no longer LEcr. 
a phenomenal existence; so that consciousness may ὍΝ 
be compared to an internal 11οὐ, by means of which, 

and which alone, what passes in the mind is rendered 
visible. Consciousness is simple,—is not composed of 
parts, either similar or dissimilar. It always resem- 

bles itself, differing only in the degrees of its inten- 
sity; thus, there are not various kinds of conscious- 
ness, although there are various kinds of mental 
modes, or states, of which we are conscious. What- 

ever division, therefore, of the mental phaznomena 
may be adopted, all its members must be within con- 
sciousness ; that is, we must not attempt to divide 
consciousness itself, which must be viewed as compre- 
hensive of the whole phenomena to be divided ; far 

less should we reduce it, as a special phenomenon, 

to a particular class. Let consciousness, therefore, 
remain one and indivisible, comprehending all the 
modifications,—all the phenomena, of the thinking 
subject. 

But taking, again, a survey of the mental mod1- Three grand 
fications, or phzenomena, of which we are conscious,— aces 
these are seen to divide themselves into THREE great“ 
classes. In the first place, there are the pheenomena 
of Knowledge; in the second place, there are the 
phenomena of Feeling, or the pheenomena of Pleasure 
and Pain ; and, in the third place, there are the phe- 
nomena of Will and Desire.* 

Let me illustrate this by an example. I see a pic- 
ture. Now, first of all, I am conscious of perceiving 
a certain complement of colours and figures,—I re- 
cognise what the object is. This is the pheenome- 
non of Cognition or Knowledge. But this is not the 


a Compare Stewart's Works, vol. ii., Advertisement by Editor.—Ep, 
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XI. 


Their no- 
menclature. 
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only phenomenon of which I may be here conscious. 
I may experience certain affections in the contempla- 
tion of this object. If the picture be a masterpiece, 
the gratification will be unalloyed; but if it be an 
unequal production, I shall be conscious, perhaps, of 
enjoyment, but of enjoyment alloyed with dissatisfac- 
tion. This is the phenomenon of Feeling,—or of 
Pleasure and Pain. But these two phenomena do not 
yet exhaust all of which I may be conscious on the 
occasion. I may desire to see the picture long,—to 
see it often,—to make it my own; and, perhaps, 1 
may will, resolve, or determine so to do. ‘This is the 
complex phzenomenon of Will and Desire. 

The English language, unfortunately, does not afford 
us terms competent to express and discriminate, with 
even tolerable clearness and precision, these classes of 
phenomena. In regard to the first, indeed, we have 
comparatively little reason to complain,—the synony- 
mous terms, knowledge and cognition, suffice to distin- 
guish the phenomena of this class from those of the 
other two. In the second class, the defect of the lan- 
guage becomes more apparent. The word feeling is 
the only term under which we can possibly collect the 
phzenomena of pleasure and pain, and yet this word is 
ambiguous. For it is not only employed to denote 
what we are conscious of as agreeable or disagreeable 
in our mental states, but it is likewise used as a 
synonym for the sense of touch.“ It is, however, 
principally in relation to the third class that the defi- 
ciency is manifested. In English, unfortunately, we 
have no term capable of adequately expressing what is 


a [Brown uses feeling for conscious- of feelings, every new feeling being a 
ness.—Oral Interp.|; 6. g., Philoso- change of its state.” Second edition, 
phy of the Human Mind, Lecture xi, vol. i. p. 222.—Eb. 

‘The mind is susceptible of a variety 
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common both to will and desire; that is, the nzsus or 
conatus,—the tendency towards the realisation of their 
end. By will is meant a free and deliberate, by desire 
a blind and fatal, tendency to act.“ Now, to express, 
I say, the tendency to overt action,—the quality in 
which desire and will are equally contained,—we pos- 
sess no Enelish term to which an exception of more or 
less cogency may not be taken. Were we to say the 
phenomena of tendency, the phrase would be vague ; 
and the same is true of the phenomena of dovng. 
Again, the term phenomena of appetency is objec- 
tionable, because, (to say nothing of the unfamiliarity 
of the expression), appetency, though perhaps etymo- 
logically unexceptionable, has both in Latin and Eng- 
lish a meaning almost synonymous with desire. Like 
the Latin appetentia, the Greek ὄρεξις is equally ill- 
balanced, for, though used by philosophers to compre- 
hend both will and desire, it more familarly suggests 
the latter, and we need not, therefore, be solicitous, 
with Mr Harris and Lord Monboddo, to naturalise in 
English the term orectic.8 Again, the phrase phzeno- 
mena of activity would be even worse ; every possible 
objection can be made to the term active powers, by 
which the philosophers of this country have designated 
the orectic faculties of the Aristotelians. For you will 
observe, that all faculties are equally active ; and it is 
not the overt performance, but the tendency towards 
it, for which we are in quest of an expression. ‘The 
German is the only language I am acquainted with, 
which is able to supply the term of which philosophy 
is in want. The expression Bestrebungs Vermogen, 


a Cf. Aristotle, Rhet., i. 10: Βούλη- B See Lord Monboddo’s Ancient 
σις, μετὰ λόγου ὔρεξις ἀγαθοῦ, ἄλογοι Metaphysics, book ii. chaps. vii. ix.— 
δ᾽ ὀρέξεις, ὀργὴ καὶ ἐπιθυμία. ---Ὸ) Ρ, Ep. 
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XI. 


LECT. 
XI. 
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which is most nearly, though awkwardly and inade- 


——_ quately, translated by striving faculties,—faculties of 


By whom 

this three- 
fold distri- 
bution first 
made, 


_—of will and desire. 


effort or endeavour,—is now generally employed, in 
the philosophy of Germany, as the genus compre- 
hending desire and will. Perhaps the phrase phe- 
nomena of exertion is, upon the whole, the best ex- 
pression to denote the manifestations,—and _ exertive 
faculties, the best expression to denote the faculties, 
Exero, in Latin, means liter- 
ally to put forth,—and, with us, exertion and exertive 
are the only endurable words that I can find which 
approximate, though distantly, to the strength and 
precision of the German expression. I shall, how- 
ever, occasionally employ likewise the term appetency, 
in the rigorous signification I have mentioned,—as 
a genus comprehending under it both desires and 
volitions.® 

This division of the phenomena of mind into the 
three great classes of the Cognitive faculties,—the 
Feelings, or capacities of Pleasure and Pain,—and the 
Exertive or Conative Powers,—I do not propose as 
original. It was first promulgated by Kant; and the 
felicity of the distribution was so apparent, that it has 
now been long all but universally adopted in Germany 
by the philosophers of every school ; and, what is cu- 
rious, the only philosopher of any eminence by whom 
it has been assailed,—indeed, the only philosopher of 


a 1848. The term Conative (from 
Conari) is employed by Cudworth in 
his Treatise on Free Will, published 
some years ago from his MSS. in the 
British Museum. [A Treatise on Free 
Will, by Ralph Cudworth, D.D., edited 
by John Allen, M.A, (London, 1838), 
p. 81. “ Notwithstanding which, the 
hegemonic of the soul may, by cona- 
tives and endeavours, acquire more 


and more power over them.” The 
terms Conation and Conative are those 
finally adopted by the Author, as the 
most appropriate expressions for the 
class of phenomena in question. — 
Ep. ] 

B Kritik der Urtheilskraft, Einlei- 
tung. The same division is also 
adopted as the basis of his Axthro- 
pologie.— Ep. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 187 


any reputation by whom it has been, in that country, 
rejected,—is not an opponent of the Kantian philoso- 
phy, but one of its most zealous champions.“ To the 
psychologists of this country it is apparently wholly 
unknown. ‘They still adhere to the old scholastic 
division into powers of the Understanding and powers 
of the Will; or, as it is otherwise expressed, into In- 
tellectual and Active powers.? 

By its author the Kantian classification has received objection to 
no illustration ; and by other German philosophers, it Sie ᾿ 
has apparently been viewed as too manifest to require Δ... 
any. Nor 40 1 think it needs much; though a few 
words in explanation may not be inexpedient. An 
objection to the arrangement may, perhaps, be taken on 
the ground that the three classes are not co-ordinate. 

It is evident that every mental pheenomenon is either 
an act of knowledge, or only possible through an act 
of knowledge, for consciousness is a knowledge,—a 
pheenomenon of cognition ; and, on this principle, many 
philosophers,—as Descartes, Leibnitz, Spinoza, Wolf, 
Platner, and others,—have been led to regard the know- 
ing, or representative faculty, as they called it,—the 
faculty of cognition, as the fundamental power of 
mind, from which all others are derivative. To this 
the answeriseasy. These philosophers did not observe 
that, although pleasure and pain—although desire and 
volition, are only as they are known to be; yet, in 
these modifications, a quality, a phenomenon of mind, 
absolutely new, has been superadded, which was never 


LECT: 
ΧΙ. 


a This philosopher is Krug, who fiihl and Seelenkréfte. A fuller ac- 


attacked the Kantian division in his 
Grundlage zu einer neuen Theorie der 
Gefiihle und des sogenannten Gefiihls- 
vermigens, Konigsberg, 1823. See 
also his Handworterbuch der Philo- 
sophischen Wissenschaften, art. Ge- 


count of this controversy is given by 
Sir W. Hamilton in a subsequent Lec- 
ture. See vol. ii. lect. xli. p. 421 e¢ 
seq.— ED. 

B Cf. Reid’s Works, p. 242.— Ep. 


LECT. 
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involved in, and could, therefore, never have been 
evolved out of, the mere faculty of -knowledge. ‘The 
faculty of knowledge is certainly the first in order, in- 
asmuch as it is the conditio sine qua non of the others ; 
and we are able to conceive a being possessed of the 
power of recognising existence, and yet wholly void of 
all feeling of pain and pleasure, and of all powers of 
desire and volition. On the other hand, we are wholly 
unable to conceive a being possessed of feeling and de- 
sire, and, at the same time, without a knowledge of any 
object upon which his affections may be employed, and 
without a consciousness of these affections themselves. 
We can farther conceive a being possessed of know- 
ledge and feeling alone—a being endowed with a 
power of recognising objects, of enjoying the exercise, 
and of grieving at the restraint, of his activity,—and 
yet devoid of that faculty of voluntary agency—of that 
conation, which is possessed by man. To such a being 
would belong feelings of pain and pleasure, but neither 
desire nor will, properly so called. On the other hand, 
however, we cannot possibly conceive the existence of 
a voluntary activity independently of all feeling ; 
for voluntary conation is a faculty which can only be 
determined to energy through a pain or pleasure,— 
through an estimate of the relative worth of objects. 
In distinguishing the cognitions, feelings, and con- 
ations, it is not, therefore, to be supposed that these 
phzenomena are possible independently of each other. 
In our philosophical systems, they may stand separated 
from each other in books and chapters ;—in nature, 
they are ever interwoven. In every, the simplest, modi- 
fication of mind, knowledge, feeling, and desire or will, 
go to constitute the mental state ; and it is only by a 
scientific abstraction that we are able to analyse the 
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state into elements, which are never really existent LEcrT. 
but in mutual combination. These elements are found, os 
indeed, in very various proportions in different states, 
—sometimes one preponderates, sometimes another ; 

but there is no state in which they are not all co- 
existent.” 

Let the mental phazenomena, therefore, be distributed 
under the three heads of phenomena of Cognition, or 
the faculties of Knowledge ; pheenomena of Feeling, or 
the capacities of Pleasure and Pain; and phenomena 
of Desiring or Willing, or the powers of Conation. 

The order of these is determined by their relative Geto 
consecution. Feeling and appetency suppose know- pheno- 
ledge. The cognitive faculties, therefore, stand first. 

But as will, and desire, and aversion, suppose a know- 
ledge of the pleasurable and painful, the feelings will 
stand second as intermediate between the other two. 
Such is the highest or most general classification of Conscious- 


ness, the 


the mental phzenomena, or of the pheenomena of which first object 
we are conscious. But as these primary classes are, as oe 
we have shown, all included under one universal phe- 
nomenon,—the phzenomenon of consciousness,—it fol- 
lows that Consciousness must form the first object of 
our consideration. 

I shall not attempt to give you any preliminary 
detail of the opinions of philosophers in relation to 
consciousness. The only effect of this would be to 
confuse you. It is necessary, in the first place, to 
obtain correct and definite notions on the subject, 
and having obtained these, it will be easy for you to 
understand in what respects the opinions that have Leen 


conscious- 


been hazarded on the cardinal point of all philosophy, ness by 


Reid or 


are inadequate or erroneous. I may notice that Dr Stewart, 


a See below, vol. ii. p. 2 et seg.—Ep. 
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urct. Reid and Mr Stewart have favoured us with no special 
or articulate account of consciousness. ‘The former, 
indeed, intended and promised this. In the seventh 
chapter of the first Essay On the Intellectual Powers, 
which is entitled Division of the Powers of the Mind, 
the concluding paragraph is as follows :— 

“T shall not, therefore, attempt a complete enumer- 
ation of the powers of the human understanding. 1 
shall only mention those which I propose to explain, 
and they are the following: 

“1st, The powers we have by means of our External 
Senses ; 2dly, Memory; 3dly, Conception ; 4thly, The 
powers of Resolvimg and Analysing complex objects, 
and compounding those that are more simple; 5thly, 
Judging; 6thly, Reasoning; 7thly, Taste; 8thly, Moral 
Perception ; and, last of all, Consciousness.” * 

The work, however, contains no essay upon Con- 
sciousness ; but, in reference to this deficiency, the 
author, in the last paragraph of the book, states,— 
“ As to Consciousness, what I think necessary to be 
said upon it has been already said; Essay vi., chap.v.”8 
—the chapter, to wit, entitled On the First Principles 
of Contingent Truths. To that chapter you may, how- 
ever, add what is spoken of consciousness in the first 
chapter of the first Essay, entitled, aplication of 
Words, ὃ 7.7 We are, therefore, left to glean the 
opinion of both Reid and Stewart on the subject of 
consciousness, from incidental notices in their writings ; 
but these are fortunately sufficient to supply us with 
the necessary information in regard to their opinions 
on this subject. 

Conscious: Nothing has contributed more to spread obscurity 


ness cannot 


Ue defined, OVer a very transparent matter, than the attempts of 


a Works, p. 244.—Ep. B 1b. p. 508.—Ep. y 10. p. 222.-- ἘΠ. 
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philosophers to define consciousness. Consciousness 
cannot be defined,—we may be ourselves fully aware 
what consciousness is, but we cannot, without con- 
fusion, convey to others a definition of what we 
ourselves clearly apprehend. ‘The reason is plain. 
Consciousness lies at the root of all knowledge. Con- 
sciousness is itself the one highest source of all com- 
prehensibility and illustration, — how, then, can we 
find aught else by which consciousness may be illus- 
trated or comprehended ? To accomplish this, it would 
be necessary to have a second consciousness, through 
which we might be conscious of the mode in which 
the first consciousness was possible. Many philoso- 
phers,—and among others Dr Brown,—have defined 
consciousness a feeling.” But how do they define a 
feeling? They define, and must define it, as some- 
thing of which we are conscious; for a feeling of which 
we are not conscious, is no feeling at all. Here, there- 
fore, they are guilty of a logical see-saw, or circle. 
They define consciousness by feeling, and feeling by 
consciousness,—that is, they explain the same by the 
same, and thus leave us in the end no wiser than we 
were in the beginning. Other philosophers say that 
consciousness 15 a knowledge,—and others, again, that 
it is a belief or conviction of a knowledge. Here, again, 
we have the same violation of logical law. Is there 
any knowledge of which we are not conscious? Is 
there any belief of which we are not conscious? There 
is not,—there cannot be; therefore, consciousness is 
not contained under either knowledge or belief, but, on 
the contrary, knowledge and belief are both contained 
under consciousness. In short, the notion of conscious- 


a Philosophy of the Human Mind. cond edition.—Ep. 
Lecture xi. ; vol. i. p. 227-237. Se- 
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ness is so elementary, that it cannot possibly be re- 
solved into others more simple. It cannot, therefore, 
be brought under any genus,—any more general con- 
ception ; and, consequently, it cannot be defined. 

But though consciousness cannot be logically defined, 
it may, however, be philosophically analysed. This 
analysis is effected by observing and holding fast the 
pheenomena or facts of consciousness, comparing these, 
and, from this comparison, evolving the universal con- 
ditions under which alone an act of consciousness is 
possible. 

It is only in following this method that we can 
attain to precise and accurate knowledge of the con- 
tents of consciousness; and it need not afflict us if the 
result of our investigation be very different from the 
conclusions that have been previously held. 

But, before proceeding to show you in detail what 
the act of consciousness comprises, it may be proper, 
in the first place, to recall to you, in general, what 
kind of act the word is employed to denote. I know, 
I feel, I desire, &c. What is it that is necessarily 
involved in all these? It requires only to be stated 
to be admitted, that when I know, I must know that 
I know,—when I feel, I must know that I feel—when 
I desire, 1 must know that I desire. The knowledge, 
the feeling, the desire, are possible only under the 
condition of being known, and being known by me. 
For if I did not know that I knew, I would not 
know,—if I did not know that I felt, I would not 
feel—if I did not know that I desired, I would not 
desire. Now, this knowledge, which I, the subject, 
have of these modifications of my being, and through 
which knowledge alone these modifications are pos- 
sible, is what we call consciousness. The expressions 
1 know that I know,—I know that I feel,—I know 
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that I desire,—are thus translated by, J am conscious ect. 
that I know,—JI am conscious that I feel,—I am con- ae 
scious that I desire. Consciousness is thus, on the one 
hand, the recognition by the mind or ego of its acts 
and affections ;—in other words, the self-affirmation, 
that certain modifications are known by me, and that 
these modifications are mine. But, on the other hand, 
consciousness 1s not to be viewed as anything different 
from these modifications themselves, but is, in fact, the 
general condition of their existence, or of their exist- 
ence within the sphere of intelligence. Though the 
simplest act of mind, consciousness thus expresses a 
relation subsisting between two terms. ‘These terms 
are, on the one hand, an I or Self, as the subject of a 
certain modification,—and, on the other, some modifi- 
cation, state, quality, affection, or operation belonging 
to the subject. Consciousness, thus, in its simplicity, 
necessarily involves three things,—1°, A recognising or 
knowing subject ; 2°, A recognised or known modifica- 
tion ; and, 3°, A recognition or knowledge by the sub- 
ject of the modification. 

From this it is apparent, that consciousness and Conscious- 


ess and 


knowledge each involve the other. An act of know- knowledge 
ledge may be expressed by the formula, J know ; an each other, 
act of consciousness by the formula, J know that I 
know: but as it is impossible for us to know without 
at the same time knowing that we know; so it is 
impossible to know that we know without our actually 
knowing. The one merely explicitly expresses what 
the other implicitly contains. Consciousness and know- 
ledge are thus not opposed as really different. Why, 
then, it may be asked, employ two terms to express 
notions, which, as they severally infer each other, are 
really identical? To this the answer is easy. Realities 
VOL. I. N 
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may be in themselves inseparable, while, as objects of 
our knowledge, it may be necessary to consider them 
apart. Notions, likewise, may severally imply each 
other, and be inseparable even in thought; yet, for 
the purposes of science, it may be requisite to dis- 
tinguish them by different terms, and to consider them 
in their relations or correlations to each other. Take 
a geometrical example,—a triangle. This is a whole 
composed of certain parts. Here the whole cannot 
be conceived as separate from its parts, and the parts 
cannot be conceived as separate from their whole. 
Yet it is scientifically necessary to have different 
names for each, and it is necessary now to consider 
the whole in relation to the parts, and now the parts 
in correlation to the whole. Again, the constituent 
parts of a triangle are sides and angles. Here the 
sides suppose the angles,—the angles suppose the sides, 
—and, in fact, the sides and angles are in themselves 
—ain reality, one and indivisible. But they are not 
the same to us,—to our knowledge. For though we 
cannot abstract in thought, the sides from the angle, 
the angle from the sides, we may make one or other 
the principal object of attention. We may either con- 
sider the angles in relation to each other, and to the 
sides ; or the sides in relation to each other, and to 
the angles. And to express all this, it is necessary 
to distinguish, in thought and in expression, what, in 
nature, is one and indivisible. 

As it is in geometry, so it is in the philosophy of 
mind. We require different words, not only to ex- 
press objects and relations different in themselves, but 
to express the same objects and relations under the 
different points of view in which they are placed by 
the mind, when scientifically considering them. Thus, 
in the present instance, consciousness and knowledge 
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are not distinguished by different words as different Lect, 
things, but only as the same thing considered in τ 
different aspects. The verbal distinction is taken for 
the sake of brevity and precision, and its convenience 
warrants its establishment. Knowledge is a relation, 
and every relation supposes two terms. Thus, in the 
relation in question, there is, on the one hand, a sub- 
ject of knowledge,—that is, the knowing mind,—and 
on the other, there is an object of knowledge,—that 
is, the thing known ; and the knowledge itself is 
the relation between these two terms. Now, though 
each term of a relation necessarily supposes the other, 
nevertheless one of these terms may be to us the 
more interesting, and we may consider that term as 
the principal, and view the other only as subordinate 
and correlative. Now, this is the case in the present 
instance. In an act of knowledge, my attention may 
be principally attracted either to the object known, 
or to myself as the subject knowing; and, in the latter 
case, although no new element be added to the act, 
the condition involved in it,—I know that I know,— 
becomes the primary and prominent matter of con- 
sideration. And when, as in the philosophy of mind, 
the act of knowledge comes to be specially considered 
in relation to the knowing subject, it is, at last, in 
the progress of the science, found convenient, if not 
absolutely necessary, to possess a scientific word in 
which this point of view should be permanently and 
distinctively embodied. But, as the want of a tech- 
nical and appropriate expression could be experienced 
only after psychological abstraction had acquired a 
certain stability and importance, it is evident that 
the appropriation of such an expression could not, in 
any language, be of very early date. And this is 
shown by the history of the synonymous terms for 
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LECT. consciousness in the different languages, —a history 
“_ which, though curious, you will find noticed in no 
History of publication whatever. The employment of the word 
conscious- conscientia, of which our term consciousness 1s a 
us translation, 1s, In its psychological signification, not 
older than the philosophy of Descartes. Previously 

to him, this word was used almost exclusively in the 

ethical sense expressed by our term conscience, and 

in the striking and apparently appropriate dictum of 

Itsuseby St Augustin,—“certissima scientia et clamante con- 
in, Scientia” “—which you may find so frequently paraded 


by the continental philosophers, when illustrating the 
certainty of consciousness; in that quotation, the term 
is, by its author, applied only in its moral or reli- 
gious signification. Besides the moral application, 
the words conscire and conscientia were frequently 
employed to denote participation in a common know- 
ledge. Thus the members of a conspiracy were said 
conscire,— and conscius is even used for conspirator ; 
and, metaphorically, this community of knowledge is 
attributed to inanimate objects,—as, wailing to the 
rocks, a lover says of himself,— 


“Et conscia saxa fatigo.”8 


I would not, however, be supposed to deny that 
these words were sometimes used, in ancient Latinity, 
in the modern sense of consciousness, or being con- 
scious. An unexceptionable example is afforded by 
Quintilian in his Jnstitutiones, lib. xii. cap. ΧΙ. 37 and 


a De Trinitate, xiii. 1.—Ep. 

8 Buchanan, Silvae, iii. 17. Com- 
pare Virgil, dmeid, ix, 429: “ Colum 
hoc et conscia sidera testor.”—Eb. 

y “Conscius sum mihi, quantum 
mediocritate valui, queque antea 
Rclerim, quéeque operis hujusce gra- 


tia potuerim inquirere, candide me 
atque simpliciter in notitiam eorum, 
si qui forte cognoscere voluissent, pro- 
tulisse.” This sense, however, is not 
unusual. Cf. Cicero, Tusc. Quest., ii. 
4: “Mihi sum conscius, nunquam me 
nimis cupidum fuisse vitee.”—ED. 
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more than one similar instance may be drawn from ect, 
ΧΙ. 
Tertullian,* and other of the Latin fathers. 
Until Descartes, therefore, the Latin terms conscire First used 


by Des- 
and conscientia were very rarely usurped in their cartes in 

present 
present psychological meaning,—a meaning which, it psycholo- 

gical mean- 


is needless to add, was not “ΠῚ by any term in ing. 
the vulgar languages; for, besides Tertullian, 1 am 
aware of only one or two obscure instances in which, 
as translations of the Greek terms συναισθάνομαι and 
συναίσθησις, of which we are about to speak, the 
terms conscio and conscientia were, as the nearest 
equivalents, contorted from their established significa- 
tion to the sense in which they were afterwards em- 
ployed by Descartes. Thus, in the philosophy of the 
West, we may safely affirm that, prior to Descartes, 
there was no psychological term in recognised use for 
what, since his time, is expressed in philosophical 
Latinity by conscientia, in French by conscience, in 
English by consciousness, in Ltalian by conscienza, 
and in German by Bewusstseyn. It will be observed 
that in Latin, French, and Italian (and I might add 
the Spanish and other Romanic languages), the terms 
are analogous ; the moral and psychological meaning 
being denoted by the same word. 

In Greek there was no term for consciousness until No term for 
the decline of philosophy, and in the later ages of the cane 
laneuage. Plato and Aristotle, to say nothing of other the decline. 

of philoso- 
philosophers, had no special term to express the know- phy. 
ledge which the mind affords of the operations of its 


faculties, though this, of course, was necessarily a fre- 


[a De Testimonio Anime, c.5: ‘Sed “Sed satis erat illi, inquis, conscien- 
qui ejusmodi eruptiones anime non tiasua.”’ Cf. Augustin, De Trinilate, 
putavit doctrinam esse nature et con- x. 6. 7: “ Et quia 5101 bene con- 


genite et ingenitw conscientie tacita scia est principatus sui quo corpus 
commissa.” De Carne Christi, c. 8: regit.’’] 


LEC 
XI 


ite 
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quent matter of their consideration. Intellect was 
supposed by them to be cognisant of its own opera- 
tions ; it was only doubted whether by a direct or by 
a reflex act. In regard to sense, the matter was more 
perplexed ; and, on this point, both philosophers seem 
to vacillate in their opinions. In his Theetetus,* Plato 
accords to sense the power of perceiving that it per- 
ceives ; whereas, in his Charmides,? this power he denies 
to sense, and attributes to intelligence, (vovs.) In like 
manner, an apparently different doctrine may be found 
in different works of Aristotle. In his 7veatise on the 
Soul he thus cogently argues: “When we perceive that 
we see, hear, &c., it is necessary that by sight itself we 
perceive that we see, or by another sense. If by an- 
other sense, then this also must be a sense of sight, 
conversant equally about the object of sight, colour. 
Consequently there must either be two senses of the 
same object, or every sense must be percipient of itself. 
Moreover, if the sense percipient of sight be different 
from sight itself, it follows either that there is a regress 
to infinity, or we must admit at last some sense percip- 
ient of itself; but if so, it is more reasonable to admit 
this in the original sense at once.”” Here a conscious- 
ness 1s apparently attributed to each several sense. This, 
however, is expressly denied in his work On Sleep 
and Waking,’ to say nothing of his Problems, which, 


I am inclined, however, to 


a “ Accedit testimonium Platonis 
in Theseteto, ubi ait sensum sentire 
quod sentit et quod non sentit.”— 
Conimbricenses, Zn Arist. de Anim., 
li. 2. The passage referred to is pro- 
bably Thecet., p. 192: ᾿Αδύνατον... 
ὃ αἰσθάνεταί γε, ἕτερόν τι ὧν αἰσθάνεται 
οἰηθῆναι εἶναι, καὶ ὃ αἰσθάνεται, ὧν τι 
μὴ αἰσθάνεται. This passage, however, 
is not exactly in point.—Ep., 


It 


B P. 167, et seq. Cf. Conimbricenses, 
l. c. Plato, however, merely denies 
that there can be a sense which per- 
ceives the act of sensation without 
perceiving its object.—ED. 

y De Anima, iii. 2.—Ep. 

5 De Somno, c. 2,§ 4. The passage 
in the Problems, which may perhaps 
have the same meaning, though it ad- 
mits of a different interpretation, is 


think, are not genuine. 
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is there stated that sight does not see that it sees, Lxcr. 
neither can sight or taste judge that sweet is a quality = 
different from white ; but that this is the function of 

some common faculty, in which they both converge. 

The apparent repugnance may, however, easily be re- 
conciled. But,—what concerns us at present, in all 

these discussions by the two philosophers,—there is no 

single term employed to denote that special aspect of 

the phenomenon of knowledge, which is thus by them 

made matter of consideration. It is only under the Terms tan- 


tamount to 


later Platonists and Aristotelians that peculiar terms, conscious- 


5 ; ness adopt- 

tantamount to our consciousness, were adopted Into ed by the 
Ε ὃ later Pla- 
the language of philosophy. In the text of Diogenes tonists ana 
9 Aristoteli- 


Laertius, indeed, (vu. 85), I find συνείδησις manifestly ans. 
employed in the sense of consciousness. This, how- 
ever, 1S a corrupt reading; and the authority of the 
best manuscripts and of the best critics shows that 
σύνδεσις is the true lection.” The Greek Platonists 
and Aristotelians, in general, did not allow that the 
recognition that we know, that we feel, that we 
desire, &c., was the act of any special faculty, but 
the general attribute of intellect ; and the power of 
reflecting, of turning back upon itself, was justly 
viewed as the distinctive quality of intelligence. It 
was, however, necessary to possess some single term 
expressive of this intellectual retortion,—of this ἐπι- 
στροφὴ πρὸς ἑαυτόν, and the term συναίσθησις was 
adopted. This I find employed particularly by Proclus, 
Plotinus, and Simplicius. The term συνείδησις, the 


sect. xi. § 33: Χωρισθεῖσα δὲ αἴσθησις τ΄. ὁρμή. Kuster, on the other hand, 

διανοίας καθάπερ ἀναίσθητον πόνον ἔχει, proposes, on the authority of Laertius, 

ὥσπερ εἴρηται τὸ, Νοῦς ὁρᾷ, καὶ νοῦς to read συνείδησις for σύνδεσις in Sui- 

ἀκούει. See further, Discussions, p. das.—Ep. 

51.—Ep. [8 Plotinus, Enn., v. lib. 111. 6. 2. 
a The correction σύνδεσις is made _ Proclus, Jnst. Theol., c. 89. Simpli- 

by Menage on the authority of Suidas, cius, Zn Epict. Enchir., p. 28, Heins.— 
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one equivalent to the conscientia of the Latins, re- 
mained like conscientia itself, long exclusively applied 
to denote conscience or the moral faculty ; and it is 
only in Greek writers who, as Eugenius of Bulgaria, 
have flourished since the time of Descartes and Leib- 
nitz, that συνείδησις has, like the conscientia of the 
Latins, been employed in the psychological meaning 
of consciousness.” I may notice that the word ovp- 
επίγνωσις, in the sense of consciousness, is also to be 
oceasionally met with in the later authors on philo- 
sophy in the Greek tongue. The expression συναίσ- 
θησις, which properly denotes the self-recognition of 
sense and feeling, was, however, extended to mark con- 
sciousness in general. Some of the Aristotelians, how- 
ever, like certain philosophers in this country, attri- 
buted this recognition to a special faculty. Of these 
I have been able to discover only three: Philoponus, 
in his commentary on Aristotle’s treatise Of the Soul; 
Michael Ephesius, in his commentary on Aristotle’s 
treatise of Memory and Reminiscence ;% and Michael 
Psellus, in his work on Various Knowledge.’ It is 


(p. 49, Schweigh.)] In the two first 
of these passages, συναίσθησις appears 
to be used merely in its etymological 


same sense. The title of his work is, 
‘H λογικὴ ἐκ παλαιῶν τε καὶ νεωτέρων 
συνερανισθεῖσα' ὑπὸ Evyeviov διακόνου 


sense of perception of an object in 
conjunction with other objects. In 
the last, however, it seems to be 
fully equivalent to the modern con- 
sciousness ; as also in Hierocles, Jn 
Aurea Pyth. Carm., 41, p. 218, ed. 
1654. Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math., 
ix. 68 (p. 407, Bekker). Michael Ephe- 
sius, In Arist. de Memoria, p. 134. 
Plutarch, De Profectibus in Virtute, 
6. 1, 8. Plotinus, Hnn., 111. lib. 4, ο. 4. 
Simplicius, In Arist. Catey., p. 83, 
ὃ. ed, 1551.—Eb. 

a See the Logic of Eugenius, p. 
118. He also uses συνεπίγνωσις in the 


τοῦ BovaAyapéws: ἐν Λειψίᾳ τῆς Satovias. 
Ἔτει αψὲς. (1766.)—Eb. 

B On hb, iii, c. 2. He mentions 
this as the opinion of the more recent 
interpreters.— Ep. 

y Rather in the Commentary on 
the Nicomachean Ethics, usually at- 
tributed to Eustratius, p. 160, ὁ. It 
is not mentioned in the Commentary 
on the De Memoria.—Ep. 

5 [Psellus, De Omnifaria Doctrina, 
§ 46:] Προσοχὴ δέ ἐστι καθ᾽ ἣν mpoo- 
έχομεν τοῖς ἔργοις οἷς πράττομεν καὶ 
τοῖς λόγοις οἷς λέγομεν.---}. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 201 


doubted, however, whether the two last be not the LEcr. 
same person; and their remarkable coincidence in the zs 
point under consideration, is even a strong argument 

for their identity. They assign this recognition to a 
faculty which they call τὸ mpocexrixdv,—that is τὸ 
προσεκτικὸν μέρος, the attentive part or function of 
mind. ‘This is the first indication in the history of 
philosophy of that false analysis which has raised at- 
tention into a separate faculty. I beg you, however, 

to observe, that Philoponus and his follower, Michael 
Ephesius, do not distinguish attention from conscious- 

ness. This is a point we are hereafter specially to 
consider, when perhaps it may be found that, though 
wrong in making consciousness or attention a peculiar 
faculty, they were right, at least, in not dividing con- 
sciousness and attention into different faculties. 

But to return from our historical digression. We The most 
may lay it down as the most general characteristic of crater 
consciousness, that it is the recognition by the thinking somes 
subject of its own acts or affections. 

So far there is no difficulty and no dispute. In this The speciat 
all philosophers are agreed. The more arduous task δ Ἀπ ΤΣ 
remains of determining the special conditions of con- τος 
sciousness. Of these, likewise, some are almost too 
palpable to admit of controversy. Before proceeding 
to those in regard to which there is any doubt or α1ΠΠ- 
culty, it will be proper, in the first place, to state and 1. those 
dispose of such determinations as are too palpable to sere | 
be called in question. Of these admitted limitations, — 
the first is, that consciousness is an actual and not a Conscious- 
potential knowledge.“ Thus a man is said to know,— ἘΠ ΤῸ 
i.e. is able to know, that 7+9 are = 16, though that“ 
equation be not, at the moment, the object of his 


a Compare Reid’s Coll. Works, p. 810,—Eb 
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thought; but we cannot say that he is conscious 
of this truth unless while actually present to his 
mind. 

The second limitation is, that consciousness is an 
immediate, not a mediate knowledge. We are said, 
for example, to know a past occurrence when we re- 
present it to the mind in an act of memory. We 
know the mental representation, and this we do im- 
mediately and in itself, and are also said to know the 
past occurrence, as mediately knowing it through the 
mental modification which represents it. Now, we are 
conscious of the representation as immediately known, 
but we cannot be said to be conscious of the thing 
represented, which, if known, is only known through 
its representation. If, therefore, mediate knowledge 
be in propriety a knowledge, consciousness is not co- 
extensive with knowledge. This is, however, a problem 
we are hereafter specially to consider. I may here 
also observe, that, while all philosophers agree in 
making consciousness an immediate knowledge, some, 
as Reid and Stewart, do not admit that all immediate 
knowledge is consciousness. ‘They hold that we have 
an immediate knowledge of external objects, but they 
hold that these objects are beyond the sphere of con- 
sciousness.. ‘This is an opinion we are, likewise, soon 
to canvass. 

The third condition of consciousness, which may be 
held as universally admitted, is, that it supposes a con- 
trast,—a discrimination ; for we can be conscious only 
inasmuch as we are conscious of something ; and we 
are conscious of something only inasmuch as we are 


a See Reid, Intellectual Powers, Philosophy, part i. S$ 1,2; Collected 
Essay vi. ch. 5, 881, 5; Works, pp. Works, vol. ii. p. 12.—Ep. 
442,445. Stewart, Outlines of Moral 
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conscious of what that something is,—that is, dis- Lect, 
tinguish it from what it is not. This discrimination — ~~ 
is of different kinds and degrees. 

In the first place, there is the contrast between the This diseri- 
two grand opposites, self and not-self,—ego and non- various ὦ 
ego,—muind and matter ; (the contrast of subject and degrees. 
object is more general.) We are conscious of self only 
in and by its contradistinction from not-self; and are 
conscious of not-self only in and by its contradistine- 
tion from self. In the second place, there is the dis- 
crimination of the states or modifications of the inter- 
nal subject or self from each other. We are conscious 
of one mental state only as we contradistinguish it 
from another; where two, three, or more such states 
are confounded, we are conscious of them as one; and 
were we to note no difference in our mental modifica- 
tions, we might be said to be absolutely unconscious.” 
Hobbes has truly said, “Idem semper sentire, et non 
sentire, ad idem recidunt.’? In the third place, there 
is the distinction between the parts and qualities of 
the outer world. We are conscious of an external 
object only as we are conscious of it as distinct from 
others ; where several distinguishable objects are con- 
founded, we are conscious of them as one; where no 
object is discriminated, we are not conscious of any. 
Before leaving this condition, I may parenthetically 
state, that, while all philosophers admit that conscious- 
ness involves a discrimination, many do not allow it 
any cognisance of aught beyond the sphere of self. The 
great majority of philosophers do this because they 
absolutely deny the possibility of an immediate know- 


a[Cf. Aristotle, Phys. Auscult., lib, ο. 25, § 5. Opera, ed. Molesworth, 
iv. ὁ. 16, § 1, (ed. Pacii). ] vol. i. p. 321. English Works, vol. i. 
B Elementa Philosophie, part iv. p. 394,—Eb. 
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ledge of external things, and, consequently, hold that 
consciousness, in distinguishing the non-ego from the 
ego, only distinguishes self from self ; for they main- 
tain, that what we are conscious of as something dif- 
ferent from the perceiving mind, is only, in reality, a 
modification of that mind, which we are condemned to 
mistake for the material reality. Some philosophers, 
however, (as Reid and Stewart), who hold, with man- 
kind at large, that we do possess an immediate know- 
ledge of something different from the knowing self, still 
limit consciousness to a cognisance of self; and, con- 
sequently, not only deprive it of the power of dis- 
tinguishing external objects from each other, but even 
of the power of discriminating the ego and non-ego. 
These opinions we are afterwards to consider. With 
this qualification, all philosophers may be viewed as 
admitting that discrimination is an essential condition 
of consciousness. 

The fourth condition of consciousness, which may 
be assumed as very generally acknowledged, is, that 
it involves judgment. A judgment is the mental 
act by which one thing is affirmed or denied of an- 
other. This fourth condition is in truth only a 
necessary consequence of the third,—for it 1s impos- 
sible to discriminate without judging,—discrimination, 
or contradistinction, being in fact only the denying 
one thing of another. It may to some seem strange 
that consciousness, the simple and primary act of in- 
telligence, should be a judgment, which philosophers, 
in general, have viewed as a compound and derivative 
operation. This is, however, altogether a mistake. 
A judgment is, as I shall hereafter show you, a simple 
act of mind, for every act of mind implies a judg- 
ment. Do we perceive or imagine without affirming, 
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in the act, the external or internal existence of the 
object ?“ Now these fundamental affirmations are the 
affirmations,—in other words, the judgments,—of con- 
sciousness. 

The fifth undeniable condition of consciousness is 
memory. ‘This condition also is a corollary of the 
third. For without memory our mental states could 
not be held fast, compared, distinguished from each 
other, and referred to self. Without memory, each 
‘indivisible, each infinitesimal, moment in the mental 
succession, would stand isolated from every other,— 
would constitute, in fact, a separate existence. The 
notion of the ego or self, arises from the recognised 
permanence and identity of the thinking subject in 
contrast to the recognised succession and variety of 
its modifications. But this recognition is possible 
only through memory. The notion of self is, therefore, 
the result of memory. But the notion of self is in- 
volved in consciousness, so consequently is memory. 


a See Reid’s Works, pp. 243 414, with the Editor’s Notes.— Eb. 
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LECTURE XII. 


CONSCIOUSNESS,—-ITS SPECIAL CONDITIONS: RELATION 
TO COGNITIVE FACULTIES IN GENERAL. 


tect, So far as we have proceeded, our determination of 

XI the contents of consciousness may be viewed as that 

Recapitula- universally admitted; for though I could quote to 

you certain counter-doctrines, these are not of such 

importance as to warrant me in perplexing the dis- 

cussion by their refutation, which would indeed be 

nothing more than the exposition of very palpable 

mistakes. Let us, therefore, sum up the pomts we 

have established. We have shown, in general, that 

consciousness is the self-recognition that we know, or 

feel, or desire, &c. We have shown, in particular, 

1°, That consciousness is an actual or living, and not 

a potential or dormant, knowledge ;—2", That it is an 

immediate and not a mediate knowledge ;—3°, That 

it supposes a discrimination ;—4°, That it involves a 

judgment ;—and, 5°, That it is possible only through 
memory. 

IT, Special We are now about to enter on a more disputed 

conta. territory ; and the first thesis I shall attempt to estab- 


conscious- 


ss not ge- 4. 5 . . 
nerally ad. lish, involves several subordinate questions. 
mitted, «5 . 
i I state, then, as the first contested position which 1 


am to maintain, that our consciousness is coextensive 
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with our knowledge. But this assertion, that we have 1807. 
no knowledge of which we are not conscious, is tan- a 
tamount to the other, that consciousness is coexten- 1. Our con- 
sive with our cognitive faculties,—and this again is coexten 
convertible with the assertion, that consciousness is our know 
not a special faculty, but that our special faculties of 
knowledge are only modifications of consciousness. The 
question, therefore, may be thus stated,—Is conscious- 
ness the genus under which our several faculties of 
knowledge are contained as species,—or, is conscious- 
ness itself a special faculty co-ordinate with, and not 
comprehending, these 4 

Before proceeding to canvass the reasonings of those Emror of Dr 
who have reduced consciousness from ae general el 
condition, to a particular variety, of knowledge, I may 
notice the error of Dr Brown, in asserting that, “in 
the systems of philosophy which have been most gen- 
erally prevalent, especially in this part of the island, 
consciousness has always been classed as one of the 
intellectual powers of the mind, differing from its 
other powers, as these mutually differ from each 
other.’“ This statement, in so far as it regards the 
opinion of philosophers in general, is not only not true, 
but the very reverse of truth. For, in place of con- 
sciousness being, “in the systems most generally pre- 
valent,” classed as a special faculty, it has, in all the 
ereater schools of philosophy, been viewed as the uni- 
versal attribute of the intellectual arts. Was con- 
sciousness deeraded to a special faculty in the Platonic, 
in the Aristotelian, in the Cartesian, in the Lockian, 
in the Leibnitzian, in the Kantian philosophies ? These 
are the systems which have obtained a more general 
authority than any others, and yet in none of these is 


a Philosophy of the Human Mind, lecture xi., vol. i. p. 225, 2d edit. —Ep. 
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the supremacy of consciousness denied ; in all of them 
it is either expressly or implicitly recognised. Dr 
Brown’s assertion is so far true in relation to this 
country, that by Hutcheson, Reid, and Stewart,—to 
say nothing of inferior names,—consciousness has been 
considered as nothing higher than a special faculty. 
As I regard this opinion to be erroneous, and as the 
error is one affecting the very cardinal point of phi- 
losophy,—as it stands opposed to the peculiar and 
most important principles of the philosophy of Reid 
and Stewart themselves, and has even contributed to 
throw around their doctrine of perception an obscur- 
ity that has caused Dr Brown actually to mistake it 
for its converse, and as I have never met with any 
competent refutation of the grounds on which it rests, 
—I shall endeavour to show you that, notwithstanding 
the high authority of its supporters, this opinion is 
altogether untenable. 

As I previously stated to you, neither Dr Reid 
nor Mr Stewart has given us any regular account 
of consciousness ; their doctrine on this subject is 
to be found scattered in different parts of their 
works. The two following brief passages of Reid 
contain the principal positions of that doctrine. 
The first is from the first chapter of the first 
Essay On the Intellectual Powers :“—“ Consciousness 
is a word used by philosophers to signify that im- 
mediate knowledge which we have of our present 
thoughts and purposes, and, in general, of all the pre- 
sent operations of our minds. Whence we may ob- 
serve that consciousness is only of things present. 
To apply consciousness to things past, which some- 
times is done in popular discourse, is to confound 


a Works, p. 222. 
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bo 


consciousness with memory ; and all such confusion 
of words ought to be avoided in philosophical dis- 
course. It is likewise to be observed, that conscious- 
ness is only of things in the mind, and not of external 
things. It is improper to say, 1 am conscious of the 
table which is before me. I perceive it, I see it; but 
do not say I am conscious of it. As that consciousness 
by which we have a knowledge of the operations of our 
own minds, is a different power from that by which 
we perceive external objects, and as these different 
powers have different names in our language, and, 1 
believe, in all lanouages, a philosopher ought carefully 
to preserve this distinction, and never to confound 
things so different in their nature.” The second is 
from the fifth chapter of the sixth Essay On the In- 
tellectual Powers :“— Consciousness is an operation 
of the understanding of its own kind, and cannot be 
logically defined. The objects of it are our present 
pains, our pleasures, our hopes, our fears, our desires, 
our doubts, our thoughts of every kind; in a word, 
all the passions and all the actions and operations of 
our own minds, while they are present. We may 
remember them when they are past ; but we are con- 
scious of them only while they are present.” Besides 
what is thus said in general of consciousness, in his 
treatment of the different special faculties Reid con- 
trasts consciousness with each. Thus in his essays 
on Perception, on Conception or Imagination, and on 
Memory, he specially contradistinguishes conscious- 
ness from each of these operations ;? and it is also 
incidentally by Reid,” but more articulately by 


a Works, p. 442. 340, 851; Essay iv. Works, p. 368.— 
B See Intellectual Powers, Essay Ep. 
ii. Works, p. 297, and Essay i. y See Works, p. 239. Compare pp. 
Works, p. 222; Essay iii. Works, pp. 240, 258, 347, 419-20, 443.—Ep. 
VOL. I. O 
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Stewart,° discriminated from Attention and Reflec- 
tion. 

According to the doctrine of these philosophers, con- 
sciousness is thus a special faculty, co-ordinate with 
the other intellectual powers, having like them a par- 
ticular operation and a peculiar object. And what is 
the peculiar object which is proposed to consciousness 48 
The peculiar objects of consciousness, says Dr Reid, 
are all the present passions and operations of our 
minds. Consciousness thus has for its objects, among 
the other modifications of the mind, the acts of our 
cognitive faculties. Now here a doubt arises. If 
consciousness has for its object the cognitive opera- 
tions, it must know these operations, and, as it knows 
these operations, it must know their objects: conse- 
quently, consciousness is either not a special faculty, 
but a faculty comprehending every cognitive act ; or 
it must be held that there is a double knowledge of 
every object,—first, the knowledge of that object by 
its particular faculty, and second, a knowledge of it 
by consciousness as taking cognisance of every mental 
operation. But the former of these alternatives is a 
surrender of consciousness as a co-ordinate and special 
faculty, and the latter is a supposition not only un- 
philosophical but absurd. Now, you will attend to the 
mode in which Reid escapes, or endeavours to escape, 
from this dilemma. This he does by assigning to 
consciousness, as its object, the various intellectual 
operations to the exclusion of their several objects. 
“T am conscious,” he says, “ of perception, but not of 
the object I perceive ; I am conscious of memory, but 
not of the object 1 remember.” By this limitation, if 
tenable, he certainly escapes the dilemma, for he would 


a Coll. Works, vol. ii. p. 184, and B See the same argument in the 
pp. 122, 123.—Eb. Author’s Discussions, p. 47.—Ep. 
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thus disprove the truth of the principle on which it tect. 
proceeds—viz., that to be conscious of the operation 
of a faculty, is, in fact, to be conscious of the object Beds aa 


tion of the 


of that operation. The whole question, therefore, turns sphere of 
upon the proof or disproof of this principle,—for if it ness unten- 
can be shown that the knowledge of an operation ne- 
cessarily involves the knowledge of its object, it follows 
that it is impossible to make consciousness conversant 
about the intellectual operations to the exclusion of 
their objects. And that this principle must be admit- 
ted, is what, I hope, it will require but little argument 
to demonstrate. 

Some things can be conceived by the mind each no con- 


sciousness 


separate and alone; others only in connection with ofa cogni- 


ive act, 


something else. The former are said to be things without’s 
absolute ; the latter, to be things relative. Socrates, ness of its 
and Xanthippe, may be given as examples of ὑπὸ 
former; husband and wife, of the latter. Socrates, 
and Xanthippe, can each be represented to the mind 
without the other; and if they are associated in thought, 

it is only by an accidental connection. Husband and 
wife, on the contrary, cannot be conceived apart. As 
relative and correlative, the conception of husband in- 
volves the conception of wife, and the conception of 
wife involves the conception of husband. Lach is 
thought only in and through the other, and it is im- 
possible to think of Socrates as the husband of Xan- 
thippe, without thinking of Xanthippe as the wife of 
Socrates. We cannot, therefore, know what a husband 

is without also knowing what is a wife, as, on the other 
hand, we cannot know what a wife is without also 
knowing what is a husband. You will, therefore, un- 
derstand from this example the meaning of the logical 
axiom, that the knowledge of relatives is one,—or that 

the knowledge of relatives is the same. 
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LECT. This being premised, it is evident that if our intel- 
__ lectual operations exist only in relation, it must be im- 
possible that consciousness can take cognisance of one 
term of this relation without also taking cognisance of 
the other. Knowledge, in general, is a relation between 
a subject knowing and an object known, and each 
operation of our cognitive faculties only exists by rela- 
tion to a particular object,—this object at once calling 
it into existence, and specifying the quality of its ex- 
istence. It is, therefore, palpably impossible that we 
can be conscious of an act without being conscious 
of the object to which that act is relative. This, how- 
ever, 1s what Dr Reid and Mr Stewart maintain. They 
maintain that I can know that I know, without know- 
ing what I know,—or that I can know the knowledge 
without knowing what the knowledge is about; for 
example, that I am conscious of perceiving a book 
without being conscious of the book perceived,—that 
I am conscious of remembering its contents without 
being conscious of these contents remembered,—and 
Shown in SO forth. The unsoundness of this opinion must, how- 
ταν κε το, ever, be articulately shown by taking the different fa- 
τ culties in detail, which they have contradistinguished 
faculties. from consciousness, and by showing, in regard to each, 
that it is altogether impossible to propose the operation 
of that faculty to the consideration of consciousness, 

and to withhold from consciousness its object. 
Tnagina- I shall commence with the faculty of Imagination, 
oe to which Dr Reid and Mr Stewart have chosen, under 
various limitations, to give the name of Conception.* 
This faculty 1s peculiarly suited to evince the error of 
holding that consciousness is cognisant of acts, but not 

of the objects of these acts. 


a Reid, Intellectual Powers, Essay Elements, vol. i. ch. 3; Works, vol. ii. 
iv. ch. 1; Works, p. 360. Stewart, p. 145.—Ep. 
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“Conceiving, Imagining, and Apprehending,” says 
Dr Reid, “are commonly used as synonymous in our 
language, and signify the same thing which the logi- 
cians call Simple Apprehension. This is an operation 
of the mind different from all those we have men- 
tioned [ Perception, Memory, &c.] Whatever we per- 
ceive, whatever we remember, whatever we are con- 
scious of, we have a full persuasion or conviction of its 
existence. What never had an existence cannot be 
remembered ; what has no existence at present cannot 
be the object of perception or of consciousness ; but 
what never had, nor has any existence, may be con- 
ceived. Every man knows that it is as easy to con- 
ceive a winged horse or a centaur, as it is to conceive 
a horse ora man. Let it be observed, therefore, that 
to conceive, to imagine, to apprehend, when taken in 
the proper sense, signify an act of the mind which im- 
ples no belief or judgment at all. It is an act of the 
mind by which nothing is affirmed or denied, and 
which therefore can neither be true nor false.”“ And 
again: “Consciousness is employed solely about ob- 
jects that do exist, or have existed. But conception 
is often employed about objects that neither do, nor 
did, nor will, exist. This is the very nature of this 
faculty, that its object, though distinctly conceived, 
may have no existence. Such an object we call a crea- 
ture of imagination, but this creature never was created. 

“That we may not impose upon ourselves in this 
matter, we must distinguish between that act or ope- 
ration of the mind, which we call conceiving an 
object, and the object which we conceive. When we 
conceive anything, there is a real act or operation of 
the mind; of this we are conscious, and can have no 
doubt of its existence. But every such act must have 

a Works, p. 228. 
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an object ; for he that conceives must conceive some- 
thing. Suppose he conceives a centaur, he may have 
a distinct conception of this object, though no centaur 
ever existed.”* And again: “I conceive a centaur. 
This conception is an operation of the mind of which 
I am conscious, and to which I can attend. ‘The sole 
object of it is a centaur, an animal which, I believe, 
never existed.” 

Now, here it is admitted by Reid, that imagination 
has an object, and in the example adduced, that this 
object has no existence out of the mind. The object 
of imagination is, therefore, in the mind,—is a modi- 
fication of the mind. Now, can it be maintained that 
there can be a modification of mind,—a modification of 
which we are aware, but of which we are not con- 
scious? But let us regard the matter in another aspect. 
We are conscious, says Dr Reid, of the imagination of © 
a centaur, but not of the centaur imagined. Now, 
nothing can be more evident than that the object and 
the act of imagination are identical. Thus, in the 
example alleged, the centaur imagined and the act of 
imagining it, are one and indivisible. What is the 
act of imagining a centaur but the centaur imaged, or 
the image of the centaur? what is the image of the 
centaur but the act of imagining it? The centaur is 
both the object and the act of imagination : it is the 
same thing viewed in different relations. It is called 
the object of imagination, when considered as repre- 
senting a possible existence; for everything that 
can be construed to the mind,—everything that does 
not violate the laws of thought,—in other words, every- 
thing that does not involve a contradiction, may be 
conceived by the mind as possible. I say, therefore, 

a Works, p. 368. B Works, p. 373. 
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that the centaur is called the object of imagination, 
when considered as representing a possible existence ; 
whereas the centaur is called the act of imagination, 
when considered as the creation, work, or operation, of 
the mind itself. The centaur imagined and the ima- 
gination of the centaur, are thus as much the same 
indivisible modification of mind as a square is the 
same figure, whether we consider it as composed of 
four sides, or as composed of four angles,—or as pater- 
nity is the same relation whether we look from the 
son to the father, or from the father to the son. We 
cannot, therefore, be conscious of imagining an object 
without being conscious of the object imagined, and, 
as regards imagination, Reid’s limitation of conscious- 
ness is, therefore, futile. 


LECT. 
XII. 


I proceed next to Memory :—“ It is by Memory,” Memory. 


says Dr Reid, “that we have an immediate knowledge 
of things past. The senses give us information of 
things only as they exist in the present moment; and 
this information, if it were not preserved by memory, 
would vanish instantly, and leave us as ignorant as if 
it had never been. Memory must have an object. 
Every man who remembers must remember some- 
thing, and that which he remembers is called the 
object of his remembrance. In this, memory agrees 
with perception, but differs from sensation, which has 
no object but the feeling itself. Every man can dis- 
tinguish the thing remembered from the remembrance 
of it. We may remember anything which we have 
seen, or heard, or known, or done, or suffered; but the 
remembrance of it is a particular act of the mind 
which now exists, and of which we are conscious. ‘To 
confound these two is an absurdity which a thinking 
man could not be led into, but by some false hypo- 


LECT. 
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thesis which hinders him from reflecting upon the 


——— thing which he would explain byit.”* “The object of 


memory, or thing remembered, must be something 
that is past; as the object of perception and of con- 
sciousness, must be something which is present. What 
now is, cannot be an object of memory; neither can 
that which is past and gone be an object of perception, 
or of consciousness.”® To these passages, which are 
taken from the first chapter of the third Essay On the 
Intellectual Powers, I must add another from the 
sixth chapter of the same [ssay,—the chapter in 
which he criticises Locke’s doctrine in regard to our 
Personal Identity. “Leaving,” he says, “the conse- 
quences of this doctrine to those who have leisure to 
trace them, we may observe, with regard to the doc- 
trine itself, first, that Mr Locke attributes to con- 
sciousness the conviction we have of our past actions, 
as if a man may now be conscious of what he did 
twenty years ago. It is impossible to understand the 
meaning of this, unless by consciousness be meant 
memory, the only faculty by which we have an imme- 
diate knowledge of our past actions. Sometimes, in 
popular discourse, a man says he is conscious that he 
did such a thing, meaning that he distinctly remem- 
bers that he did it. It is unnecessary, in common 
discourse, to fix accurately the limits between con- 
sciousness and memory. ‘This was formerly shown to 
be the case with regard to sense and memory. And, 
therefore, distinct remembrance 1s sometimes called 
sense, sometimes consciousness, without any inconve- 
nience. But this ought to be avoided in philosophy, 
otherwise we confound the different powers of the 
mind, and ascribe to one what really belongs to an- 
a Works, p. 339. B Works, p. 340. 
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other. If ἃ man be conscious of what he did twenty 
years or twenty minutes ago, there is no use for 
memory, nor ought we to allow that there is any 
such faculty. The faculties of consciousness and 
memory are chiefly distinguished by this, that the 
first is an immediate knowledge of the present, the 
second an immediate knowledge of the past.”* 

From these quotations it appears that Reid dis- 
tinguishes memory from consciousness in this,—that 
memory is an immediate knowledge of the past, con- 
sclousness an immediate knowledge of the present. 
We may, therefore, be conscious of the act of memory 
as present, but of the object of memory as past, con- 
sciousness is impossible. Now, if memory and con- 
sciousness be, as Reid asserts, the one an immediate 
knowledge of the past, the other an immediate know- 
ledge of the present, it is evident that memory is a 
faculty whose object lies beyond the sphere of con- 
sciousness ; and, consequently, that consciousness can- 
not be regarded as the general condition of every in- 
tellectual act. We have only, therefore, to examine 
whether this attribution of repugnant qualities to 
consciousness and memory be correct,—whether there 
be not assigned to one or other a function which does 
not really belong to it. 

Now, in regard to what Dr Reid says of conscious- 
ness, 1 admit that no exception can be taken. Con- 
sciousness 18 an immediate knowledge of the present. 
We have, indeed, already shown that consciousness is 
an immediate knowledge, and, therefore, only of the 
actual or now-existent. This being admitted, and pro- 
fessing, as we do, to prove that consciousness is the one 
generic faculty of knowledge, we, consequently, must 


a Works, p. 351. 
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maintain that all knowledge is immediate, and only of 
the actual or present,—in other words, that what is 
called mediate knowledge, knowledge of the past, 
knowledge of the absent, knowledge of the non-actual 
or possible, is either no knowledge at all, or only a 
knowledge contained in, and evolved out of, an imme- 
diate knowledge of what is now existent and actually 
present to the mind. This, at first sight, may appear 
hike paradox ; I trust you will soon admit that the 
counter doctrine is self-repugnant. 

I proceed, therefore, to show that Dr Reid's asser- 
tion of memory being an immediate knowledge of the 
past, is not only false, but that it involves a contradic- 
tion in terms.* 

Let us first determine what immediate knowledge 
is, and then see whether the knowledge we have of 
the past, through memory, can come under the con- 
ditions of immediate knowledge. Now nothing can 
be more evident than the following positions: 1°, An 
object to be known immediately must be known in 
itself—that is, in those modifications, qualities, or 
pheenomena, through which it manifests its existence, 
and not in those of something different from itself ; 
for, if we suppose it known not in itself, but in some 
other thing, then this other thing is what is imme- 
diately known, and the object known through it is 
only an object mediately known. 

But, 2°, If a thing can be immediately known only 
if known in itself, it is manifest, that it can only be 
known in itself, if it be itself actually in existence, 
and actually in immediate relation to our faculties of 
knowledge. 

Such are the necessary conditions of immediate 


a Compare Discussions, p. 50.—En. 
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knowledge ; and they disprove at once Dr Reid’s ect, 
assertion, that memory is an immediate knowledge a 
of the past. An immediate knowledge is only con- 
ceivable of the now existent, as the now existent alone 
can be known in itself. But the past is only past, 
inasmuch as it is not now existent; and as it is not 
now existent, it cannot be known in itself. The 
immediate knowledge of the past is, therefore, im- 
possible. 

We have, hitherto, been considering the conditions 
of immediate knowledge in relation to the object ; let 
us now consider them in relation to the cognitive act. 
Every act, and consequently every act of knowledge, 
exists only as it now exists ; and as it exists only in 
the now, it can be cognisant only of a now-existent 
object. Memory is an act,—an act of knowledge ; it 
can, therefore, be cognisant only of a now-existent 
object. But the object known in memory 15, ex Application 
hypothesi, past ; consequently, we are reduced to the ditions to 
dilemma, either of refusing a past object to be known ledge wo 
in memory at all, or of eats tas it to be only medi- Macnee 
ately known, in and through a present object. That 
the latter alternative is the true one, it will require a 
very few explanatory words to convince you. What are 
the contents of an act of memory? An act of memory 
is merely a present state of mind, which we are con- 
scious of not as absolute, but as relative to, and repre- 
senting, another state of mind, and accompanied with 
the belief that the state of mind, as now represented, 
has actually been. I remember an event I saw,—the 
landing of George IV. at Leith. This remembrance 
is only a consciousness of certain imaginations, in- 
volving the conviction that these imaginations now 
represent ideally what I formerly really experienced. 
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All that is immediately known in the act of memory, 
is the present mental modification ; that is, the repre- 
sentation and concomitant belief. Beyond this mental 
modification, we know nothing ; and this mental 
modification is not only known to consciousness, but 
only exists in and by consciousness. Of any past 
object, real or ideal, the mind knows and can know 
nothing, for, ex hypothesi, no such object now exists ; 
or if it be said to know such an object, it can only be 
said to know it mediately, as represented in the pre- 
sent mental modification. Properly speaking, how- 
ever, we know only the actual and present, and all 
real knowledge is an immediate knowledge. What 
is said to be mediately known, is, in truth, not known 
to be, but only believed to be ; for its existence 
is only an inference resting on the belief, that the 
mental modification truly represents what is in itself 
beyond the sphere of knowledge. What is immedi- 
ately known must be ; for what is immediately known 
is supposed to be known as existing. The denial of 
the existence,—and of the existence within the sphere 
of consciousness,—involves, therefore, a denial of the 
immediate knowledge of an object. We may, accord- 
ingly, doubt the reality of any object of mediate know- 
ledge, without denying the reality of the immediate 
knowledge on which the mediate knowledge rests. In 
memory, for instance, we cannot deny the existence of 
the present representation and belief, for their exist- 
ence is the consciousness of their existence itself. To 
doubt their existence, therefore, is, for us, to doubt the 
existence of our consciousness. But as this doubt it- 
self exists only through consciousness, it would, conse- 
quently, annihilate itself. But, though in memory we 
must admit the reality of the representation and belief, 
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as facts of consciousness, we may doubt, we may deny, 
that the representation and belief are true. 
assert that they represent what never was, and that 
all beyond their present mental existence is a delusion. 
This, however, could not be the case if our knowledge 
of the past were immediate. So far, therefore, is me- 
mory from being an immediate knowledge of the past, 
that it is at best only a mediate knowledge of the past ; 
while, in philosophical propriety, it is not a knowledge 
of the past at all, but a knowledge of the present and 
a belief of the past. But in whatever terms we may 
choose to designate the contents of memory, it is 
manifest that these contents are all within the sphere 


of consciousness.” 


a What I have said in regard to 
Dr Reid’s doctrine of memory as an 
immediate knowledge of the past, 
applies equally to his doctrine of con- 
ception or imagination, as an im- 
mediate knowledge of the distant,—a 
case which I deferred noticing, when 
I considered his contradistinction of 
that faculty from consciousness. “I 
can conceive,” he says, “ an individual 
object that really exists, such as St 
Paul’s Church in London. I have an 
idea of it; that is, I conceive it. The 


immediate object of this conception 
is four hundred miles distant; and I 
have no reason to think that it acts 
upon me, or that I act upon it; but 
I can think of it notwithstanding.” 
This requires no comment. I shall, 
subsequently, have occasion to show 
how Reid confused himself about 
the term object,—this being part 
and parcel of his grand error in con- 
founding representative or mediate, 
and intuitive or immediate know- 
ledge. 
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LECTURE XIII 


CONSCIOUSNESS,—ITS SPECIAL CONDITIONS : RELATION 
TO COGNITIVE FACULTIES IN GENERAL. 


tect. WE now proceed to consider the third faculty which 
A“ Dr Reid specially contradistinguishes from Conscious- 
Our con; ness,—I mean Perception, or that faculty through 
withew Which we obtain a knowledge of the external world. 
Bee Now, you will observe that Reid maintains against 
tradistin- the immense majority of all, and the entire multitude 


guishes con- 


oe of modern, philosophers, that we have a direct and 
ception. immediate knowledge of the external world. He thus 
vindicates to mind not only an immediate knowledge 
of its own modifications, but also an immediate know- 
ledge of what is essentially different from mind or 
self,—the modifications of matter. He did not, how- 
ever, allow that these were known by any common 
faculty, but held that the qualities of mind were 
exclusively made known to us by Consciousness, the 
qualities of matter exclusively made known to us by 
Perception. Consciousness was, thus, the faculty of 
immediate knowledge, purely subjective ; perception, 
the faculty of immediate knowledge, purely objective. 
The Ego was known by one faculty, the Non-Ego by 
another. “Consciousness,” says Dr Reid, “is only of 
things in the mind, and not of external things. [Ὁ is 
improper to say, I am conscious of the table which is 
before me. I perceive it, I see it, but do not say I 
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am conscious of it. As that consciousness by which tect. 
we have a knowledge of the operations of our own τος 
minds, is a different power from that by which we per- 
celve external objects, and as these different powers 
have different names in our language, and, I believe, 
in all languages, a philosopher ought carefully to pre- 
serve this distinction, and never to confound things 
so different in their nature.”“ And in another place 
he observes :—“ Consciousness always goes along with 
perception ; but they are different operations of the 
mind, and they have their different objects. Con- 
sciousness 1s not perception, nor is the object of con- 
sciousness the object of perception.” β 

Dr Reid has many merits as a speculator, but the Principal 


merit ac- 


only merit which he arrogates to himself,—the prin- corded to 
cipal merit accorded to him by others, is, that he was philosopher 
the first philosopher, in more recent times, who dared, 
in his doctrine of immediate perception, to vindicate, 
against the unanimous authority of philosophers, the 
universal conviction of mankind. But this doctrine 
he has at best imperfectly developed, and, at the 
same time, has unfortunately obscured it, by errors 
of so singular a character that some acute philoso- 
phers,—for Dr Brown does not stand alone,—have 
never even suspected what his doctrine of perception 
actually is. One of these errors is the contradistinc- 
tion of perception from consciousness. 

I may here notice, by anticipation, that philosophers, Moder phi- 
at least modern philosophers, before Reid, allowed to δου 
the mind no immediate knowledge of the external eine cae 


presentative 


reality. They conceded to it only a representative or perception, 


. . im one or 
mediate knowledge of external things. Of these some, other of two 


forms. 


a Intellectual Powers, Essay i., chap. B Ibid., Essay ii., chap. iii, Coll. 
i. Coll. Works, p. 223. Works, p. 297. 
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however, held that the representative object, — the 
object immediately known,—was different from the 
mind knowing, as it was also different from the reality 
it represented ; while others, on a simple hypothesis, 
maintained that there was no intermediate entity, no 
tertium quid, between the reality and the mind, but 
that the immediate or representative object was itself 
a mental modification.” The latter thus granting to 
mind no immediate knowledge of aught beyond its 
own modification, could, consequently, only recognise 
a consciousness of self. ‘The former, on the contrary, 
could, as they actually did, accord to consciousness a 
cognisance of not-self. Now, Reid, after asserting 
against the philosophers the immediacy of our know- 
ledge of external things, would almost appear to have 
been startled by his own boldness; and, instead of 
carrying his principle fairly to its issue, by according 
to consciousness on his doctrine that knowledge of the 
external world as existing, which, in the doctrine of 
the philosophers, it obtained of the external world as 
represented, he inconsistently stopped short, split im- 
mediate knowledge into two parts, and bestowed the 
knowledge of material qualities on perception alone, 
allowing that of mental modifications to remain exclu- 
sively with consciousness. Be this, however, as it 
may, the exemption of the objects of perception from 
the sphere of consciousness, can be easily shown to be 
self-contradictory. 

What! say the partisans of Dr Reid, are we not to 
distinguish, as the product of different faculties, the 
knowledge we obtain of objects in themselves the 


a For a full discussion of the vari- tary dissertations to Reid’s works, 
ous theories of knowledge and per- Notes B and C.—Eb. 
ception, see the Author’s supplemen- 
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most opposite? Mind and matter are mutually sepa- LECT. 
rated by the whole diameter of being. Mind and —— 
matter are, in fact, nothing but words to express two 

series of phenomena known less in themselves, than 

in contradistinction from each other. The difference 

of the phenomena to be known, surely legitimates a 
difference of faculty to know them. In answer to 

this, we admit at once, that,—were the question merely 
whether we should not distinguish, under conscious- 

ness, two special faculties,—whether we should not 
study apart, and bestow distinctive appellations on 
consciousness considered as more particularly cog- 
nisant of the external world, and on consciousness 
considered as more particularly cognisant of the in- 
ternal,—this would be highly proper and expedient. 

But this is not the question. Dr Reid distinguishes 
consciousness as a special faculty from perception as 

a special faculty, and he allows to the former the 
cognisance of the latter in its operation, to the exclu- 

sion of its object. He maintains that we are conscious 

of our perception of a rose, but not of the rose per- 
ceived. That we know the ego by one act of know- 
ledge, the non-ego by another. ‘This doctrine I hold 

to be erroneous, and it is this doctrine I now proceed 

to refute. 

In the first place, it is not only a logical axiom, but ‘hat in this 


Reid is 


a self-evident truth, that the knowledge ‘of opposites wrong 
shown, 1°, 
is one. Thus, we cannot know what is tall without From ine’ 
. . . Ξ principle, 
knowing what is short,—we know what is virtue only that the 


knowledge 


as we know what is vice,—the science of health 1s of opposites 
but another name for the science of disease. Nor do” ”” 
we know the opposites, the I and Thou, the ego and 
non-ego, the subject and object, mind and matter, by 
a different law. The act which affirms that this par- 

VOL. I. Ρ 
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ticular phenomenon is a modification of Me, virtually 
affirms that the phenomenon is not a modification of 
anything different from Me, and, consequently, implies a 
common cognisance of self and not-self ; the act which 
affirms that this other phenomenon is a modification 
of something different from Me, virtually affirms that 
the phenomenon is not a modification of Me, and, 
consequently, implies a common cognisance of not-self 
and self. But unless we are prepared to maintain 
that the faculty cognisant of self and not-self is diffe- 
rent from the faculty cognisant of not-self and self, 
we must allow that the ego and non-ego are known 
and discriminated in the same indivisible act of know- 
ledge. What, then, is the faculty of which this act 
of knowledge is the energy? It cannot be Reid’s con- 
sciousness, for that is cognisant only of the ego or 
mind,—it cannot be Reid’s perception, for that 1s cog- 
nisant only of the non-ego or matter. But as the 
act cannot be denied, so the faculty must be admitted. 
It is not, however, to be found in Reid’s catalogue. 
But though not recognised by Reid in his system, its 
necessity may, even on his hypothesis, be proved. 
For if with him we allow only a special faculty im- 
mediately cognisant of the ego, and a special faculty 
immediately cognisant of the non-ego, we are at once 
met with the question, By what faculty are the ego and 
non-ego discriminated ? We cannot say by conscious- 
ness, for that knows nothing but mind,—we cannot 
say by perception, for that knows nothing but matter. 
But as mind and matter are never known apart 
and by themselves, but always in mutual correlation 
and contrast, this knowledge of them in connection 
must be the function of some faculty, not like Reid’s 
consciousness and perception, severally limited to mind 
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and to matter as exclusive objects, but cognisant of LEcT. 
them as the ego and non-ego,—as the two terms of a ea 
relation. It is thus shown that an act and a faculty 
must, perforce, on Reid’s own hypothesis, be admitted, 

in which these two terms shall be comprehended toge- 

ther in the unity of knowledge——in short, a higher 
consciousness, embracing Reid’s consciousness and per- 
ception, and in which the two acts, severally cogni- 

tive of mind and of matter, shall be comprehended, 

and reduced to unity and correlation. But what is 

this but to admit at last, in an unphilosophical com- 
plexity, the common consciousness of subject and 
object, of mind and matter, which we set out with 
denying in its philosophical simplicity 1 

But, in the second place, the attempt of Reid to 2°, Reid's 
make consciousness conversant about the various cog- of con- 
nitive faculties to the exclusion of their objects, is is suicidal 
equally impossible in regard to Perception, as we have eer ie 
shown it to be in relation to Imagination and Me- ate know 
mory ; nay, the attempt, in the case of perception, extersal 
would, if allowed, be even suicidal of his great doctrine 
of our immediate knowledge of the external world. 

Reid’s assertion, that we are conscious of the act of Τὸ first of 
perception, but not of the object perceived, involves, ἃ general a 
first of all, a general absurdity. For it virtually asserts ΠῚ 
that we can know what we are not conscious of know- 
ing. An act of perception is an act of knowledge ; 
what we perceive, that we know. Now, if in percep- 
tion there be an external reality known, but of which 
external reality we are, on Reid’s hypothesis, not con- 
scious, then is there an object known, of which we are 
not conscious. But as we know only inasmuch as we 
know that we know,—in other words, inasmuch as we 


are conscious that we know,—we cannot kuow an object 
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LEcT. without being conscious of that object as known; con- 


XIII. 
sequently, we cannot perceive an object without being 
conscious of that object as perceived. 

And, se- But, again, how is it possible that we can be con- 

condly, it 


destroys the SCLOUS Of an operation of perception, unless conscious- 
cfeonseieus- Ness be coextensive with that act ; and how can it be 
ness ell Coextensive with the act, and not also conversant 
with its object ? An act of knowledge is only possible 
in relation to an object,—and it is an act of one kind 
or another only by special relation to a particular 
object. Thus the object at once determines the exist- 
ence, and specifies the character of the existence, of the 
intellectual energy. An act of knowledge existing 
and being what it is only by relation to its object, 
it is manifest that the act can be known only through 
the object to which it is correlative ; and Reid’s sup- 
position that an operation can be known in conscious- 
ness to the exclusion of its object, is impossible. For 
example, I see the inkstand. How can I be conscious 
that my present modification exists,—that 1ὖ is a per- 
ception, and not another mental state,—that it is a 
perception of sight to the exclusion of every other 
sense,—and, finally, that it is a perception of the ink- 
stand, and of the inkstand only,—unless my conscious- 
ness comprehend within its sphere the object, which at 
once determines the existence of the act, qualifies its 
kind, and distinguishes its individuality ὁ Annihilate 
the inkstand, you annihilate the perception ; annihi- 
late the consciousness of the object, you annihilate the 
consciousness of the operation. 
Whence the It undoubtedly sounds strange to say, I am con- 
eerie scious of the inkstand, instead of saying, I am con- 
of the ex- ᾿ : : . 
pression, ΒΟΙΟΊΙΒ of the perception of the inkstand. This I 
ness of the admit, but the admission can avail nothing to Dr 


object in 


perception.” Reid, for the apparent incongruity of the expres- 
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sion arises only from the prevalence of that doctrine 
of perception in the schools of philosophy, which it 
is his principal merit to have so vigorously assailed. 
So long as it was universally assumed by the learned, 
that the mind is cognisant of nothing beyond, either, 
on one theory, its own representative modifications, 


or, on another, the species, ideas, or representative . 


entities, different from itself, which it contains, and 
that all it knows of a material world is only an 
internal representation which, by the necessity of its 
nature, it mistakes for an external reality,—the sup- 
position of an immediate knowledge of material phee- 
nomena was regarded only as a vulgar, an unphiloso- 
phical illusion, and the term consciousness, which was 
exclusively a learned or technical expression for all im- 
mediate knowledge, was, consequently, never employed 
to express an immediate knowledge of aught beyond 
the mind itself; and thus, when at length, by Reid’s 
own refutation of the prevailing doctrine, it becomes 
necessary to extend the term to the immediate know- 
ledge of external objects, this extension, so discordant 
with philosophic usage, is, by the force of association 
and custom, felt at first as strange and even contradic- 
tory. A slight consideration, however, is sufficient to 
reconcile us to the expression, in showing, if we hold 
the doctrine of immediate perception, the necessity of 
not limiting consciousness to our subjective states. In 
fact, if we look beneath the surface, consciousness was 
not, in general, restricted, even in philosophical usage, 
to the modifications of the conscious self. That great 
majority of philosophers who held that, in perception, 
we know nothing of the external reality as existing, 
but that we are immediately cognisant only of a repre- 
sentative something, different both from the object 
represented, and from the percipient mind,—these 
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tEcT. philosophers, one and all, admitted that we are con- 
Saini ae : : ᾿ 
scious of this tertiwm quid present to, but not ἃ modi- 
fication of, mind ; for, except Reid and his school, I 
am aware of no philosophers who denied that con- 
scloushess was coextensive or identical with imme- 
ciate knowledge. 
3°, Asup- But, in the third place, we have previously reserved 
position 


on which @ SUpposition on which we may possibly avoid some 


some of the 


nelfcontra. OL the self-contradictions which emerge from Reid’s 


dictions of 


Reid’s doce PLOposing as the object of consciousness the act, but 
moied. excluding from its cognisance the object, of percep- 
tion; that is, the object of its own object. The suppo- 
sition is, that Dr Reid committed the same error in 
regard to perception, which he did in regard to me- 
mory and imagination, and that in maintaining our 
immediate knowledge in perception, he meant nothing 
more than to maintain, that the mind is not, in that 
act, cognisant of any representative object different 
from its own modification, of any tertiwm quid minis- 
tering between itself and the external reality; but 
that, in perception, the mind is determined itself to 
represent the unknown external reality, and that, on 
this self-representation, he abusively bestowed the 
name of immediate knowledge, in contrast to that more 
complex theory of perception, which holds that there 
intervenes between the percipient mind and the ex- 
ternal existence an intermediate something, different 
from both, by which the former knows, and by which 
the latter is represented. On the supposition of this 
mistake, we may believe him guiltless of the others ; 
and we can certainly, on this ground, more easily con- 
ceive how he could accord to consciousness a know- 
ledge only of the percipient act,—meaning by that act 
the representation of the external reality; and how he 
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could deny to consciousness a knowledge of the object txcr. 
of perception,—meaning by that object the unknown ae 
reality itself. This is the only opinion which Dr Brown 

and others ever suspect him of maintaining; and a 
strong case might certainly be made out to prove that 

this view of his doctrine is correct. Butif such were, in 
truth, Reid’s opinion, then has he accomplished nothing, 

—his whole philosophy is one mighty blunder. For, as 

I shall hereafter show, idealism finds in this simpler 
hypothesis of representation even a more secure found- 

ation than on the other ; and, in point of fact, on this 
hypothesis, the most philosophical scheme of idealism 

that exists,—the Egoistic or Fichtean, is established. 

Taking, however, the general analogy of Reid’s sys- This suppo- 

tem, val a great number of unambiguous passages Ων ον 
into account, I am satisfied that this view of his doc- 

trine is erroneous ; and [ shall endeavour, when we 
come to treat of mediate and immediate knowledge, to 
explain how, from his never having formed to himself an 
adequate conception of these under all their possible 
forms, and from his historical ignorance of them as 
actually held by philosophers,—he often appears to 
speak in contradiction of the vital doctrine which, in 
equity, he must be held to have steadily maintained. 


Besides the operations we have already considered,— Reid and 


art 


Imagination or Conception, Memory, and Perception,— maintain, 
that Atten- 


which Dr Reid and Mr Stewart have endeavoured to tion and 


Reflection 


discriminate from Consciousness, there are further to be are acts not 


subordinate 


considered Attention and Reflection, which, in like ee 
manner, they have maintained to be an act or acts, not ae 
subordinate to, or contained in, Consciousness. But, 
before proceeding to show that their doctrine on this 


point is almost equally untenable as on the preced- 
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LECT. ing, it is necessary to clear up some confusion, and to 
᾿ς notice certain collateral errors. 
Certaincol- In the first place, on this head, these philosophers 


lateral errors 


noticed. are not at one; for Mr Stewart seems inadvertently 


Stewart 


mistepre- to have misrepresented the opinion of Dr Reid in re- 


sents Reid’s 


doctrine of gard to the meaning and difference of Attention and 


the meaning 


and differ-- Reflection. Reid either employs these terms as syno- 


ence of At- 


tention and NymMous expressions, or he distinguishes them only by 
making attention relative to the consciousness and 
perception of the present; reflection, to the memory 
of the past. In the fifth chapter of the second Essay 
on the Lntellectual Powers,“ he says, “In order, how- 
ever, to our having a distinct notion of any of the 
operations of our own minds, it is not enough that 
we be conscious of them, for all men have this con- 
sciousness: it is farther necessary that we attend to 
them while they are exerted, and reflect upon them 
with care while they are recent and fresh in our 
memory. It is necessary that, by employing ourselves 
frequently in this way, we get the habit of this atten- 
tion and reflection,” &c. And in the first chapter of 
the sixth Essay, “Mr Locke,” he says, “ has restricted 
the word reflection to that which is employed about 
the operations of our minds, without any authority, 
as I think, from custom, the arbiter of language: for 
surely I may reflect upon what I have seen or heard, 
as well as upon what I have thought. The word, in 
its proper and common meaning, is equally applicable 
to objects of sense, and to objects of consciousness. 
He has likewise confounded reflection with conscious- 
ness, and seems not to have been aware that they are 
different powers, and appear at very different periods 
of life.”* Τὴ the first of these quotations, Reid might 
a Coll. Works, p. 258. B Ibid., p. 420. 
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use attention in relation to the consciousness of the ect. 
present, reflection, to the memory of the past; but τς τοῦς 
in the second, in saying that reflection “is equally 
applicable to objects of sense and to objects of con- 
sciousness,” he distinctly indicates that the two terms 
are used by him as convertible. Reid (I may notice Reid wrong 


δ 5 ὃ ; in his cen- 
by the way) is wholly wrong in his strictures on sure of 
Α sf Ἃ ocke’s 
Locke for his restricted usage of the term reflection ; usage of 


the term 


for it was not until after his time that the term Reftction. 
came, by Wolf, to be philosophically employed in a 
more extended signification than that in which Locke 
correctly applies it.” Reid is likewise wrong, if we And insay- 


ing that 
literally understand his words, in saying that reflec- Refectionis 


. Ξ . 0 . loyed 
tion is employed in common language in relation to jn telation 


objects of sense. It is never employed except upon tf sce.” 
the mind and its contents. We cannot be said to 
reflect upon any external object, except in so far as 

that object has been previously perceived, and its 
image become part and parcel of our intellectual fur- 
niture. We may be said to reflect upon it in me- 
mory, but not in perception. But to return. 

Reid, therefore, you will observe, identifies attention 
and reflection. Now, Mr Stewart, in the chapter 
on Attention in the first volume of his Elements,’ 
says, “Some important observations on the subject of 
attention occur in different parts of Dr Reid’s writ- 
ings; particularly in his Hssays on the Intellectual 
Powers of Man, p. 62, and his Essays on the Active 
Powers of Man, p. 78 et seg. To this ingenious 


a [Wolf, Psychologia Empirica, § successive ad ea que in re percepta 
257: “ Attentionis successiva direc- insunt, pro arbitrio dirigendi.’”’] Reid 
tio ad ea que in re percepta insunt, is further criticised in the Author’s 
dicitur Leflexio, Unde simul liquet edition of his works, pp. 847, 420,.— 
quid sit facultas reflectendi, scilicet Ep. 
quod sit facultas attentionem suam B Works, vol. ii. pp. 122, 123. 
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Locke not 
the first to 
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author we are indebted for the remark, that attention 
to things external is properly called observation ; and 
attention to the subjects of our consciousness, reflec- 
tion.” * 

I may, however, notice a more important inadvert- 


use the term ence of Mr Stewart, and this it is the more requisite 


Reflection 
in its psy- 
chological 


to do, as his authority is worthy of high respect, not 


application. Only on account of philosophical talent, but of histo- 


rical accuracy. In various passages of his writings, 
Mr Stewart states that Locke seems to have con- 
sidered the employment of the term reflection, in its 
psychological acceptation, as original to himself ; and 
he notices it as a curious circumstance that Sir John 
Davies, Attorney-General to Queen Elizabeth, should, 
in his poem on the Immortality of the Soul, have 
employed this term in the same signification. How 
Mr Stewart could have fallen into this error, is wholly 
inconceivable. The word, as employed by Locke, was 
in common use in every school of philosophy for 
fifteen hundred years previous to the publication of 
the Essay on the Human Understanding. lt was 
a term in the philosophy both of Descartes? and of 
Gassendi ;” and it was borrowed by them from the 
schoolmen, with whom it was a household word.’ From 


y [Gassendi, Physica, Sect. III. 
Memb. Post., lib. ix. c. 8. (Opera, 
Leyden, 1658; vol. ii. p. 451.) ‘Ad 
tinguishes reflection,— intellectio re- secundam vero operationem preser- 
flexa, interna, per quam homo intel- tim spectat ipsa intellectus ad suam 
ligit suum intellectum,’—from “in- operationem attentio, reflexiove 1]- 


a This distinction has been at- 
tempted by others. [See Keckermann, 
Opera, tom. i. p. 1612, where he dis- 


tellectio externa, qua intellectus alias 
res extra se positas percipit.” See 
also Mazure, Cours de Philosophie, 
tom. i. p. 381.—Ep. ] 

B (Descartes, Lpist., P. ii., Ep. iv. 
(See Gruyer, Lssais Philosophiques, 
tom. iv. p. 118.) De la Forge, Traité 
del Esprit de V Homme, préface, p. xi. | 


la supra actionem propriam, qua se 
intelligere intelligit, cogitatve se co- 
gitare.”] 

5 [We have the scholastic brocard 
pointing to the difficulties of the study 
of self: “ Reflexiva cogitatio facile fit 
deflexiva.’ See Keckermann, Opera, 
tom. i. p. 466.] 
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the schoolmen, indeed, Locke seems to have adopted 
the fundamental principle of his philosophy, the de- 
rivation of our knowledge through the double medium 
of sense and reflection,—at least, some of them had 
in terms articulately enounced this principle five 
centuries previous to the English philosopher, and 
enounced it also in a manner far more correct than 
was done by him ;* for they did not, like Locke, re- 
gard reflection itself as a source of knowledge,—thus 
reducing all our knowledge to experience and its gen- 
eralisation, but viewed in reflection only the channel 
through which, along with the contingent phenomena 
of our internal experience, we discover the necessary 
judgments which are original or native to the mind. 
There is, likewise, another oversight of Mr Stewart 
which I may notice. “Although,” he says, “the con- 
nection between attention and memory has been fre- 
quently remarked in general terms, I do not recol- 
lect that the power of attention has been mentioned 
by any of the writers on pneumatology in their enu- 
meration of faculties of the mind; nor has it been 
considered by any one, so far as 1 know, as of sufficient 
importance to deserve a particular examination.’? So 


far is this from being the 
previous authors who have 


a [See Scotus, Super Universalibus 
Porphyrti, Qu. ii.: ‘ Ad tertium 
dico quod illa propositio Aristotelis, 
nihil est in intellectu quin prius fuerit 
in sensu, vera est de eo quod est 
primum intelligibile, quod est scili- 
cet quod quid est rei materialis, non 
autem de omnibus per se intelligibi- 
libus; quia multa per se intelligun- 
tur, non quiaspeciem faciunt in sensu, 

_ Sed per reflexionem intellectus.” (By 
the Scotists the act of intellect was 


case that there are many 
considered attention as a 


regarded as threefold: Rectus,—Col- 
lativus,—Reflecus. See Constantius 
(a Sarnano), Tract. de Secundis Inten- 
tionibus ; Scoti Opera, p. 452.) See 
also Philip Mocenicus, Contempla- 
tiones (1851), passim ; Goclenius, Lexi- 
con Philosophicum, v. Reflecus ; Keck- 
ermann, Opera, tom. i. pp. 1600, 1612; 
Conimbricenses, In Arist. de Anima, 
pp. 370, 373. ] 

B Elements, i. c. 2. 
vol. ii. p. 122.—Eb. 


Collected Works, 
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Lect. separate faculty, and treated of it even at greater 
saab length than Mr Stewart himself. ‘This is true not 
only of the celebrated Wolf,* but of the whole Wolfian 
school; and to these 1 may add Condillac,? Contzen,” 
Tiedemann,® Irwing,© Malebranche,’ and many others. 

But this by the way. 
(uate Taking, however, Attention and Reflection for acts 
ferent from Of the same faculty, and supposing, with Mr Stewart, 
nes? that_reflection is properly attention directed to the 
phenomena of mind, observation, attention directed 
to the phenomena of matter; the main question 
comes to be considered, Is attention a faculty dif- 
ferent from consciousness, as Reid and Stewart main- 
tain? As the latter of these philosophers has not 
argued the point himself, but merely refers to the 
arguments of the former in confirmation of their 
common doctrine, it will be sufficient to adduce the 
Reid quoted following passage from Reid, in which his doctrine on 
to this ques- this head is contained. “I return,” he says, “to what 
or I mentioned as the main source of information on 
this subject,—attentive reflection upon the operations 

of our own minds. 

“ All the notions we have of mind and its opera- 
tions, are, by Mr Locke, called ideas of reflection. A 
man may have as distinct notions of remembrance, of 
judgment, of will, of desire, as he has of any object 
whatever. Such notions, as Mr Locke justly observes, 
are got by the power of reflection. But what is this 
a Psychologia Empirica, § 234, et 5 Handbuch der Psychologie, p. 121. 


seq.—ED. —Ep. 
B Origine des Connoissances Hu- ε Erfahrungen und Untersuchungen 
maines, part. 1. § 11. ch. 2.—Ep. tiber den Menschen, von Karl Franz 


y Prelectiones Logice et Metaphy- von Irwing, Berlin, 1777, Ὁ. i. p. 411; 
sice, auctore Adamo Contzen; Mech- Ὄ. ii. p. 209.—Eb. 
lin, 1830; vol. iii. p. 31. (Originally ζ De la Recherche de la Vérité, 
published in 1775-1780.)—Ep. lib. iii. ch. 43 lib. vi. ch. 2. Traité 
de Morale, ch. 5.—Eb. 
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power of reflection? ‘It is, says the same author, LECT. 
‘that power by which the mind turns its view inward, —— 
and observes its own actions and operations.’ He 
observes elsewhere, ‘That the understanding, like the 

eye, whilst it makes us see and perceive all other 
things, takes no notice of itself; and that it requires 

art and pains to set it at a distance, and make it its 

own object.’ 

“This power of the understanding to make its own 
operations its object, to attend to them, and examine 
them on all sides, is the power of reflection, by which 
alone we can have any distinct notion of the powers 
of our own or of other minds. 

“This reflection ought to be distinguished from 
consciousness, with which it is too often confounded, 
even by Mr Locke. All men are conscious of the 
operations of their own minds, at all times while they 
are awake ; but there are few who reflect upon them, 
or make them objects of thought.”* 

Dr Reid has rightly said that attention is a volun- What At- 
tary act. This remark might have led him to the op 
observation, that attention is not a separate faculty, 
or a faculty of intelligence at all, but merely an act of 
will or desire, subordinate to a certain law of intelli- 
gence. This law is, that the greater the number of 
objects to which our consciousness is simultaneously 
extended, the smaller is the intensity with which it is 
able to consider each, and consequently the less vivid 
and distinct will be the information it obtains of the 
several objects.? This law is expresed in the old adage, 


‘Pluribus intentus minor est ad singula sensus.” 


a Intellectual Powers, Essay i, 6733; Fries, Anthropologie, i. 83; and 
chap. v. Coll. Works, p. 239. Schulze, Uber die menschliche Er- 
B[CF. Steeb, Uber den Menschen, ii. kenntniss, p. 65.] 
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Such being the law, it follows that, when our inte- 
rest in any particular object is excited, and when 
we wish to obtain all the knowledge concerning it in 
our power, it behoves us to limit our consideration to 
that object, to the exclusion of others. This is done 
by an act of volition or desire, which is called atten- 
tion. But to view attention as a special act of intel- 
ligence, and to distinguish it from consciousness, 15 
utterly inept. Consciousness may be compared to a 
telescope, attention to the pulling out or in of the 
tubes in accommodating the focus to the object ; and 
we might, with equal justice, distinguish, in the eye, 
the adjustment of the pupil from the general organ 
of vision, as, in the mind, distinguish attention from 
consciousness as separate faculties. Not, however, that 
they are to be accounted the same. Attention is con- 
sciousness and something more. It is consciousness 
voluntarily applied, under its law of limitations, to 
some determinate object ; it 1s consciousness concen- 
trated. In this respect, attention is an interesting 
subject of consideration; and having now finished 
what I proposed in proof of the position, that con- 
sciousness is not a special faculty of knowledge, but 
coextensive with all our cognitions, I shall proceed to 
consider it in its various aspects and relations; and 
having just stated the law of limitation, I shall go on 
to what I have to say in regard to attention asa gene- 
ral phzenomenon of consciousness. 

And, here, I have first to consider a question in 
which I am again sorry to find myself opposed to 
many distinguished philosophers, and, in particular, 
to one whose opinion on this, as on every other point 
of psychological observation, is justly entitled to the 
highest consideration. The philosopher I allude to is 
Mr Stewart. The question is, Can we attend to more 
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than a single object at once? For if attention be xxcr. 
nothing but the concentration of consciousness on a sei 
smaller number of objects than constitute its widest 
compass of simultaneous knowledge, it is evident that, 
unless this widest compass of consciousness be limited 

to only two objects, we do attend when we converge 
consciousness on any smaller number than that total 
complement of objects which it can embrace at once. 

For example, if we suppose that the number of objects 
which consciousness can simultaneously apprehend be 

six, the limitation of consciousness to five, or four, or 
three, or two, or one, will all be acts of attention, dif- 
ferent in degree, but absolutely identical in kind. 

Mr Stewart’s doctrine is as follows :—“ Before,” he stewart 
says, “we leave the subject of Attention, it is proper to δεν 
take notice of a question which has been stated with ae 
respect to it; whether we have the power of attending 
to more than one thing at one and the same instant ; 
or, in other words, whether we can attend, at one and 
the same instant, to objects which we can attend to 
separately ? This question has, if 1 am not mistaken, 
been already decided by several philosophers in the 
negative ; and I acknowledge, for my own part, that 
although their opinion has not only been called in 
question by others, but even treated with some degree 
of contempt as altogether hypothetical, it appears to 
me to be the most reasonable and philosophical that 
we can form on the subject. 

“There is, indeed, a great variety of cases in which 
the mind apparently exerts different acts of attention 
at once; but from the instances which have already 
been mentioned, of the astonishing rapidity of thought, 
it is obvious that all this may be explained without 
supposing those acts to be coexistent; and 1 may 
even venture to add, it may all be explained in the 
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most satisfactory manner, without ascribing to our 
intellectual operations a greater degree of rapidity 
than that with which we know, from the fact, that 
they are sometimes carried on. The effect of practice 
in increasing this capacity of apparently attending to 
different things at once, renders this explanation of the 
pheenomenon in question more probable than any other. 

“The case of the equilibrist and rope-dancer already 
mentioned, is particularly favourable to this explana- 
tion, as it affords direct evidence of the possibility of 
the mind’s exerting different successive acts in an in- 
terval of time so short, as to produce the same sensible 
effect as if they had been exerted at one and the same 
moment. In this case, indeed, the rapidity of thought 
is so remarkable, that if the different acts of the mind 
were not all necessarily accompanied with different 
movements of the eye, there can be no reason for 
doubting that the philosophers whose doctrine I am 
now controverting, would have asserted that they are 
all mathematically coexistent. 

“Upon a question, however, of this sort, which does 
not admit of a perfectly direct appeal to the fact, I 
would by no means be understood to decide with con- 
fidence ; and, therefore, I should wish the conclusions 
I am now to state, to be received as only conditionally 
established. They are necessary and obvious conse- 
quences of the general principle, ‘that the mind can 
only attend to one thing at once ;’ but must stand or 
fall with the truth of that supposition. 

“Tt is commonly understood, I believe, that in a con- 
cert of music, a good ear can attend to the different 
parts of the music separately, or can attend to them 
all at once, and feel the full effect of the harmony. If 
the doctrine, however, which I have endeavoured to 
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establish be admitted, it will follow that in the latter 
case the mind is constantly varying its attention from 
the one part of the music to the other, and that its 
operations are so rapid as to give us no perception of 
an interval of time. 

“The same doctrine leads to some curious conclu- 
sions with respect to vision. Suppose the eye to be 
fixed in a particular position, and the picture of an 
object to be painted on the retina. Does the mind 
perceive the complete figure of the object at once, or 
is this perception the result of the various perceptions 
we have of the different points in the outline? With 
respect to this question, the principles already stated 
lead me to conclude that the mind does at one and 
the same time perceive every point in the outline of 
the object, (provided the whole of it be painted on 
the retina at the same instant), for perception, like 
consciousness, 1s an involuntary operation. As no 
two points, however, of the outline are in the same 
direction, every point by itself constitutes just as dis- 
tinct an object of attention to the mind, as if 1t were 
separated by an interval of empty space from all the 
rest. If the doctrine, therefore, formerly stated be 
just, it is impossible for the mind to attend to more 
than one of these points at once ; and as the percep- 
tion of the figure of the object implies a knowledge 
of the relative situation of the different points with 
respect to each other, we must conclude that the per- 
ception of figure by the eye is the result of a number 
of different acts of attention. These acts of attention, 
however, are performed with such rapidity, that the 
effect with respect to us, is the same as if the per- 
ception were instantaneous. 

“Tn farther confirmation of this reasoning, it may 

VOL. I. Q 
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be remarked, that if the perception of visible figure 
were an immediate consequence of the picture on 
the retina, we should have, at the first glance, as dis- 
tinct an idea of a figure of a thousand sides, as of a 
triangle or a square. The truth is, that when the 
figure is very simple, the process of the mind is so 
rapid that the perception seems to be instantaneous ; 
but when the sides are multiplied beyond a certain 
number, the interval of time necessary for these dif- 
ferent acts of attention becomes perceptible. 

“Tt may, perhaps, be asked what I mean by a pout 
in the outline of a figure, and what it is that consti- 
tutes this point one object of attention. The answer, 
I apprehend, is that this point is the minimum visibile. 
If the point be less, we cannot perceive it; if it be 
greater, it is not all seen in one direction. 

“Tf these observations be admitted, it will follow 
that, without the faculty of memory, we could have 
had no perception of visible figure.”* 

On this point, Dr Brown not only coincides with 
Mr Stewart in regard to the special fact of attention, 
but asserts in general that the mind cannot exist at 
the same moment in two different states, that is, in 
two states in either of which it can exist separately. 
“Tf the mind of man,” he says, “and all the changes 
which take place in it, from the first feeling with 
which life commenced to the last with which it closes, 
could be made visible to any other thinking being, a 
certain series of feelings alone,—that is to say, a cer- 
tain number of successive states of mind, would be 
distinguishable in it, forming indeed a variety of sen- 
sations, and thoughts, and passions, as momentary 
states of the mind, but all of them existing individu- 


a Elements, vol. i. chap. 2. Works, vol. ii. p. 140-143. 
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ally and successively to each other. To suppose the 
mind to exist in two different states, in the same 
moment, is a manifest absurdity.” “ 

I shall consider these statements in detail. Mr 
Stewart’s first illustration of his doctrine is drawn 
from a concert of music, in which, he says, “a good 
ear can attend to the different parts of the music 
separately, or can attend to them all at once, and feel 
the full effect of the harmony.” This example, how- 
ever, appears to me to amount to a reduction of his 
opinion to the impossible. What are the facts in this 
example? In a musical concert, we have a multitude 
of different instruments and voices, emitting at once 
an infinity of different sounds. These all reach the 
ear at the same indivisible moment in which they 
perish, and, consequently, if heard at all, much more 
if their mutual relation or harmony be perceived, they 
must be all heard simultaneously. This is evident. 
For if the mind can attend to each minimum of sound 
only successively, it, consequently, requires a minimum 
of time in which it is exclusively occupied with each 
minimum of sound. Now, in this minimum of time, 
there coexist with it, and with it perish, many minima 
of sound which, ex hypothesi, are not perceived,—are 
not heard, as not attended to. In a concert, therefore, 
on this doctrine, a small number of sounds only could 
be perceived, and above this petty maximum, all sounds 
would be to the ear as zero. But what is the fact 1 
No concert, however numerous its instruments, has 
yet been found to have reached, far less to have sur- 
passed, the capacity of mind and its organ. 

But it is even more impossible, on this hypothesis, 


a Lectures on the Philosophy of the 1830).—Ep. 
Human Mind, Lect. xi. p. 67, (ed. 
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Lect. to understand how we can perceive the relation 
XIII. 

of different sounds, that is, have any feeling of the 

Impossible harmony of a concert. In this respect, it is, indeed, 


on Stewart's 


doctrine, to felo de se. It is maintained that as we cannot attend 


understand 


how we can at once to two sounds, we cannot perceive them as 


perceive the 


Trintion οἱ Coexistent,—consequently, the feeling of harmony of 

sounds. which we are conscious, must proceed from the feel- 
ing of the relation of these sounds as successively 
perceived in different points of time. We must, there- 
fore, compare the past sound, as retained in memory, 
with the present, as actually perceived. But this is 
impossible on the hypothesis itself. For we must, in 
this case, attend to the past sound in memory, and to 
the present sound in sense at once, or they will not 
be perceived in mutual relation as harmonic. But 
one sound in memory and another sound in sense, are 
as much two different objects as two different sounds 
in sense. Therefore, one of two conclusions is inevit- 
able: either we can attend to two different objects at 
once, and the hypothesis is disproved ; or we cannot, 
and all knowledge of relation and harmony is impos- 
sible, which is absurd. 

His second The consequences of this doctrine are equally start- 

Sa aes ling, as taken from Mr Stewart’s second illustration, 


from the 
phenomena 


of vision, 420M the phzenomena of vision. He holds that the 
perception of figure by the eye is the result of a 
number of separate acts of attention, and that each 
act of attention has for its object a point the least 
that can be seen,—the minimum visibile. On this hy- 
pothesis, we must suppose that, at every instantaneous 
opening of the eyelids, the moment sufficient for us 
to take in the figure of the objects comprehended in 
the sphere of vision, is subdivided into almost in- 
finitesimal parts, in each of which a separate act of 
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attention is performed. This is, of itself, sufficiently 
inconceivable. But this being admitted, no difficulty 
is removed. The separate acts must be laid up in 
memory, in imagination. But how are they there to 
form a single whole, unless we can, in imagination, 
attend to all the minima visibilia together, which in 
perception we could only attend to severally? On 
this subject I shall, however, have a more appropriate 
oceasion of speaking, when I consider Mr Stewart’s 
doctrine of the relation of colour to extension. 


LECT. 
XITI. 
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LECTURE XIV. 


CONSCIOUSNESS,— ATTENTION IN GENERAL. 


LECT. In the former part of our last Lecture, I concluded the 
argument against Reid’s analysis of Consciousness into 
Reeapitula- a special faculty, and showed you that, even in rela- 
tion to Perception, (the faculty by which we obtain a 
knowledge of the material universe), Consciousness 1s 
still the common ground in which every cognitive 
operation has its root. I then proceeded to prove the 
same in regard to Attention. After some observa- 
tions touching the confusion among philosophers, more 
or less extensive, in the meaning of the term reflec- 
tion, as a subordinate modification of attention, I en- 
deavoured to explain to you what attention properly 
is, and in what relation it stands to consciousness. [ 
stated that attention is consciousness applied by an 
act of will or desire under a particular law. In so 
far as attention is an act of the conative faculty, it is 
not an act of knowledge at all, for the mere will or 
desire of knowing is not an act of cognition. But 
the act of the conative faculty is exerted by relation 
to a certain law of consciousness, or knowledge, or 
intelligence. This law, which we call the Law of 
Limitation, is, that the intension of our knowledge 
is in the inverse ratio of its extension,—in other 
words, that the fewer objects we consider at once, 
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the clearer and more distinct will be our knowledge 
of them. Hence the more vividly we will or desire 
that a certain object should be clearly and distinctly 
known, the more do we concentrate consciousness 
through some special faculty upon it. I omitted, I 
find, to state that I think Reid and Stewart incorrect 
in asserting that attention is only a voluntary act, 
meaning by the expression voluntary, an act of free- 
will. I am far from maintaining, as Brown and others 
do, that all will is desire; but still I am persuaded 
that we are frequently determined to an act of atten- 
tion, as to many other acts, independently of our free 
and deliberate volition. Nor is it, I conceive, possible 
to hold that, though immediately determined to an 
act of attention by desire, it is only by the permission 
of our will that this is done; consequently, that every 
act of attention is still under the control of our voli- 
tion. This I cannot maintain. Let us take an ex- 
ample:—When occupied with other matters, a person 
may speak to us, or the clock may strike, without our 
having any consciousness of the sound ;* but it is 
wholly impossible for us to remain in this state of un- 
consciousness intentionally and with will. We cannot 
determinately refuse to hear by voluntarily withhold- 
ing our attention; and we can no more open our eyes, 
and, by an act of will, avert our mind from all per- 
ception of sight, than we can, by an act of will, cease 
to live. We may close our ears or shut our eyes, as we 
may commit suicide ; but we cannot, with our organs 
unobstructed, wholly refuse our attention at will. It, 
therefore, appears to me the more correct doctrine to 
hold that there is no consciousness without attention, 
—without concentration, but that attention is of three 
a See Reid, Active Power's, Essay ii. ch. 8. Works, p. 537.—Ep. 
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tect. degrees or kinds. The first, a mere vital and irre- 
sistible act ; the second, an act determined by desire, 
Nientionof which, though involuntary, may he resisted by our 
grees or will; the third, an act determined by a deliberate vo- 
lition. An act of attention,—that is, an act of con- 
centration,—seems thus necessary to every exertion of 
consciousness, as a certain contraction of the pupil is 
requisite to every exercise of vision. We have formerly 
noticed, that discrimination is a condition of con- 
sciousness ; and a discrimination is only possible by 
a concentrative act, or act of attention. This, how- 
ever, which corresponds to the lowest degree,—to the 
mere vital or automatic act of attention, has been 
refused the name; and attention, in contradistinction 
to this mere automatic contraction, given to the two 
other degrees, of which, however, Reid only recognises 
the third. 
Natureand Attention, then, is to consciousness, what the con- 
ofattention, traction of the pupil is to sight ; or to the eye of the 
mind, what the microscope or telescope is to the 
bodily eye. The faculty of attention is not, therefore, 
a special faculty, but merely consciousness acting 
under the law of limitation to which it is subjected. 
But whatever be its relations to the special faculties, 
attention doubles all their efficiency, and affords them 
a power of which they would otherwise be destitute. 
It is, in fact, as we are at present constituted, the 
primary condition of their activity. 
Canweat- Having thus concluded the discussion of the ques- 


tend to more 


thanasingle tlon regarding the relation of consciousness to the 
cee other cognitive faculties, I proceeded to consider 
various questions which, as not peculiar to any of the 
special faculties, fall to be discussed under the head 


of consciousness, and 1 commenced with the curious 
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problem, Whether we can attend to more than a single ΠΕΟΤ. 
object at once. Mr Stewart maintains, though not ἐξ 
without hesitation, the negative. I endeavoured to 
show you that his arguments are not conclusive, and 
that they even involve suppositions which are so 
monstrous as to reduce the thesis he supports ad wm- 
possibile. 1 have now only to say a word in answer Brown's 
to Dr Brown’s assertion of the same proposition, ane 
though in different terms. In the passage I adduced ἘΝ ΤΥ 
in our last Lecture, he commences by the assertion, montana 
that the mind cannot exist, at the same moment, in rut states, 
two different states,—that is, in two states in either of 

which it can exist separately, and concludes with the 
averment that the contrary supposition is a manifest 
absurdity. I find the same doctrine maintained by This doc- 
Locke in that valuable, but neglected, treatise entitled ied a 
An Examination of Pére Malebranches Opinion 

of Seeing all Things in God. In the thirty-ninth 
section he says: “ Different sentiments are different 
modifications of the mind. The mind or soul that 
perceives, is one immaterial, indivisible substance. 

Now, I see the white and black on this paper, I hear 

one singing in the next room, I feel the warmth of 

the fire I sit by, and I taste an apple I am eating, and 

all this at the same time. Now, I ask, take modifica- 

tion for what you please, can the same unextended, 
indivisible substance have different, nay, inconsistent 

and opposite, (as these of white and black must be), 
modifications at the same time? Or must we suppose 
distinct parts in an indivisible substance, one for 

black, another for white, and another for red ideas, 

and so of the rest of those infinite sensations which 

we have in sorts and degrees ; all which we can dis- 


tinctly perceive, and so are distinct ideas, some where- 


LECT. 
XA: 


Opposed by 
Leibnitz. 


Aristotle 
opposed to 
foregoing 
doctrine. 


His view, 
as para- 
phrased by 
Philoponus. 


250 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


of are opposite as heat and cold, which yet a man 
may feel at the same time?” Leibnitz has not only 
given a refutation of Locke’s Essay, but likewise of 
his Hxamination of Malebranche. In reference to 
the passage I have just quoted, Leibnitz says: “Mr 
Locke asks, ‘Can the same unextended, indivisible 
substance, have different, nay, inconsistent and oppo- 
site modifications, at the same time?’ I reply, it can. 
What is inconsistent in the same object, is not incon- 
sistent in the representation of different objects which 
we conceive at the same moment. For this there is no 
necessity that there should be different parts in the soul, 
as it 15 not necessary that there should be different 
parts in the point on which, however, different angles 
rest.”“ The same thing had, however, been even better 
said by Aristotle, whose doctrine I prefer translating 
to you, as more perspicuous, in the following passage 
from Joannes Grammaticus, (better known by the 
surname Philoponus),—a Greek philosopher, who 
flourished towards the middle of the sixth century. 
It is taken from the Prologue to his valuable com- 
mentary on the De Anima of Aristotle ; and, what is 
curious, the very supposition which on Locke’s doctrine 
would infer the corporeal nature of mind, is alleged, 
by the Aristotelians and Condillac, in proof of its im- 
materiality. “Nothing bodily, says Aristotle, can, at 
the same time, in the same part, receive contraries. 
The finger cannot at once be wholly participant of 
white and of black, nor can it, at once and in the 
same place, be both hot and cold. But the sense at 
the same moment apprehends contraries. Wherefore, 
it knows that this is first, and that second, and that 
it discriminates the black from the white. In what 


a Remarques sur le Sentiment du sophica, edit. Erdmann, p. 401.— 
Pére Malebranche; Opera Philo- Ep. 
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manner, therefore, does sight simultaneously perceive 
contraries? Does it do so by the same? or does it ——— 
by one part apprehend black, by another, white? If 
it does so by the same, it must apprehend these with- 
out parts, and it is incorporeal. But if by one part it 
apprehends this quality, and by another that,—this, he 
says, 1s the same as if I perceived this, and you that. 
But it is necessary that that which judges should be 
one and the same, and that it should even apprehend 
by the same the objects which are judged. Body 
cannot, at the same moment and by the same part, 
apply itself to contraries or things absolutely different. 
But sense at once applies itself to black and to white ; 
it, therefore, applies itself indivisibly. It is thus 
shown to be incorporeal. For if by one part it appre- 
hended white, by another part apprehended black, it 
could not discern the one colour from the other ; for 
no one can distinguish that which is perceived by 
himself as different from that which is perceived by 
another.”“ So far, Philoponus. 

Dr Brown calls the sensation of sweet one mental Criticism of 
state, the sensation of cold another; and as the one of abeuuiie 
these states may exist without the other, they are con- 


sequently different states. 


a The text of Aristotle here partially 
paraphrased, (Procm, f. 3? ed. 1535), 
and more fully in Commentary on texts, 
144, 149, is as follows :—H καὶ δῆλον 
ὅτι ἣ σὰρξ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ἔσχατον αἰσθη- 
τήριον: ἀνάγκη γὰρ ἦν ἁπτόμενον αὐτοῦ 
κρίνειν τὸ κρῖνον. Οὔτε δὴ κεχωρισμένοις 
ἐνδέχεται κρίνειν ὅτι ἕτερον τὸ γλυκὺ 
τοῦ λευκοῦ, ἀλλὰ δεῖ ἑνί τινι ἄμφω δῆλα 
εἶναι. Οὕτω μὲν γὰρ κἂν εἰ τοῦ μὲν ἐγὼ 
τοῦ δὲ σὺ αἴσθοιο, δῆλον ἂν εἴη ὅτι 
ἕτερα ἀλλήλων. Δεῖ δὲ τὸ ἕν λέγειν ὅτι 
ἕτερον" ἕτερον γὰρ τὸ γλυκὺ τοῦ λευ- 
κοῦ. Λέγει ἄρα τὸ αὐτό' “Ὥστε ὡς λέγει, 
οὕτω καὶ νοεῖ καὶ αἰσθάνεται. Ὅτι μὲν 


But will it be maintained 


οὖν οὐχ οἷόν τε κεχωρισμένοις κρίνειν 
τὰ κεχωρισμένα, δῆλον" ὅτι δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐν 
κεχωρισμένῳ χρόνῳ, ἐντεῦθεν. “Ὥσπερ 
γὰρ τὸ αὐτὸ λέγει ὅτι ἕτερον, τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
καὶ τὸ κακόν, οὕτω καὶ ὅτε θάτερον λέγει 
ὅτι ἕτερον καὶ θάτερον, οὐ κατὰ συμβε- 
βηκὸς τὸ ὅτε: λέγω δ᾽, οἷον νῦν λέγω 
ὅτι ἕτερον, οὐ μέντοι ὅτι νῦν ἕτερον. 
᾿Αλλ᾽ οὕτω λέγει, καὶ νῦν, καὶ ὅτι νῦν" 
ἅμα ἄρα. “Ὥστε ἀχώριστον καὶ ἐν 
ἀχωρίστῳ χρόνῳ. De Anima, lib. iii. 
CuO 8. lie ΟΕ, SSO Τὸ; alto alias, 
with the relative commentary by Phi- 
loponus.—Ep, 
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that we cannot, at one and the same moment, feel the 
sensations of sweet and cold, or that sensations form- 
ing apart different states, do, when coexistent in the 
same subject, form only a single state 1 

The doctrine that the mind can attend to, or be 
conscious of, only a single object at a time, would, in 
fact, involve the conclusion that all comparison and 
discrimination are impossible ; but comparison and 
discrimination being possible, this possibility disproves 
the truth of the counter proposition. An act of com- 
parison or discrimination supposes that we are able to 
comprehend, in one indivisible consciousness, the dif- 
ferent objects to be compared or discriminated. Were 
I only conscious of one object at one time, I could 
never possibly bring them into relation ; each could be 
apprehended only separately, and for itself. For in 
the moment in which I am conscious of the object A, 
I am, ex hypothesi, unconscious of the object B; and 
in the moment I am conscious of the object B, 1 am 
unconscious of the object A. So far, in fact, from con- 
sciousness not being competent to the cognisance of 
two things at once, it is only possible under that cog- 
nisance as its condition. For without discrimination 
there could be no consciousness ; and discrimination 
necessarily supposes two terms to be discriminated. 

No judgment could be possible were not the subject 
and predicate of a proposition thought together by the 
mind, although expressed in language one after the 
other. Nay, as Aristotle has observed, a syllogism 
forms in thought one simultaneous act ;“ and it is only 
the necessity of retailing it piecemeal and by succes- 


a This is said by Aristotle of the καὶ τὸ ἀληθές, σύγθεσίς τις ἤδη vonud- 
act of judgment; but the remark των ὥσπερ ἕν ὄντων. . . . . Τὸ 
applies to that of reasoning also. See δὲ ἕν ποιοῦν, τοῦτο ὃ νοῦς ἕκαστον. — 
De Anima, iii. 6: Ἔν οἷς τὸ ψεῦδος Ep. 
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sion, in order to accommodate thought to the imper-  Lxcr. 
fection of its vehicle,—language, that affords the ap- ae 
pearance of a consecutive existence. Some languages, 
as the Sanscrit, the Latin, and the Greek, express 
the syntactical relations by flexion, and not by mere 
juxtaposition. Their sentences are thus bound up into 
one organic whole, the preceding parts remaining sus- 
pended in the mind, till the meaning, like an electric 
spark, is flashed from the conclusion to the commence- 
ment. This is the reason of the greater rhetorical 
effect of terminating the Latin period by the verb. 
And to take a mere elementary example,—* How could 


the mind comprehend these words of Horace, 
‘Bacchum in remotis carmina rupibus 
Vidi docentem.’ 
unless it could seize at once those images in which 
the adjectives are separated from their substantives?”* 

The modern philosophers who have agitated this This ques- 
question, are not aware that it was one oe eel 11:6. τρεῖς 
wise in the schools of the middle ages. It was there of the mis 
expressed by the proposition, Possitne intellectus noster °° “8° 
plura simul intelligere.® Maintaining the negative, 
we find St Thomas, Cajetanus, Ferrariensis, Capreolus, 
Herveeus, Alexander Alensis, Albertus Magnus, and 
Durandus; while the affirmative was asserted by Scotus, 
Occam, Gregorius, Ariminensis, Lichetus, Marsilius, 

Biel, and others.” 
Supposing that the mind is not limited to the simul- How many 


bjects can 


taneous consideration of a single object, a question the mind 
embrace at 


arises, How many objects can it embrace at once 4 once? 


a [Bonstetten, Etudes de VHomme, Ald.) Nemesius, De Natura Homi- 
tom. ii. p. 377, note. | nis, 6. vii. p. 184—ed. Mattheei. ] 

B [See Aquinas, Summa, pars i., qu. y For these authorities, see Conim- 
85, art. 4. Cf. Alex. Aphrodisenss, bricenses, Jn De Anima, lib. iii. ο. 
De Anima, lib. i. c. 22, f. 134, a (ed. viii. qu, p. 6. 499 et seg.—Ep 
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You will recollect that I formerly stated that the 
ereater the number of objects among which the atten- 
tion of the mind is distributed, the feebler and less 
distinct will be its cognisance of each. 


“ Pluribus intentus, minor est ad singula sensus.” 


Consciousness will thus be at its maximum of intensity 
when attention is concentrated on a single object ; 
and the question comes to be, how many several ob- 
jects can the mind simultaneously survey, not with 
vivacity, but without absolute confusion? I find this 
problem stated and differently answered, by different 
philosophers, and apparently without a knowledge of 
each other. By Charles Bonnet* the mind is allowed 
to have a distinct notion of six objects at once; by 
Abraham Tucker’ the number is limited to four; while 
Destutt-Tracy” again amplifies it to six. The opinion 
of the first and last of these philosophers appears to 
me correct. You can easily make the experiment for 
yourselves, but you must beware of grouping the ob- 
jects into classes. If you throw a handful of marbles 
on the floor, you will find it difficult to view at once 
more than six, or seven at most, without confusion ; 
but if you group them into twos, or threes, or fives, you 
can comprehend as many groups as you can units ; 
because the mind considers these groups only as units, 
—it views them as wholes, and throws their parts out 
of consideration. You may perform the experiment 
also by an act of imagination. 


a[ Essai de Psychologie, ο. xxxviii, who allows us to embrace, at one 
p. 182. Compare his Essa? Analytique view, five unities. D’Alembert, Mé- 
sur V Ame, tom. i. ¢. xiii. p.163 et seg.] anges, vol. iv. pp. 40, 151. Ancillon, 

B [Light of Nature, c. xiv. ὃ 5. ] Nouveaux Mélanges, tom. ii. p. 135, 

y [Idéologie, tom i. p. 453. Com- Malebranche, Recherche, liv. 111. ο. 2, 
pare Degerando, Des Signes, i. 167, tom. i. p. 191.] 
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Before leaving this subject, I shall make some ob- 
servations on the value of attention, considered in its 
highest degree as an act of will, and on the import- 
ance of forming betimes the habit of deliberate con- 
centration. 

The greater capacity of continuous thinking that a 
man possesses, the longer and more steadily can he 
follow out the same train of thought,—the stronger is 
his power of attention; and in proportion to his power 
of attention will be the success with which his labour 
is rewarded. All commencement is difficult; and this 
is more especially true of intellectual effort. When we 
turn for the first time our view on any given object, 
a hundred other things still retain possession of our 
thoughts. Even when we are able, by an arduous 
exertion, to break loose from the matters which have 
previously engrossed us, or which every moment force 
themselves on our consideration,—even when a reso- 
lute determination, or the attraction of the new object, 
has smoothed the way on which we are to travel ; 
still the mind is continually perplexed by the glimmer 
of intrusive and distracting thoughts, which prevent 
it from placing that which should exclusively occupy 
its view, in the full clearness of an undivided light. 
How great soever may be the interest which we take 
in the new object, it will, however, only be fully estab- 
lished as a favourite when it has been fused into 
an integral part of the system of our previous know- 
ledge, and of our established associations of thoughts, 
feelings, and desires. But this can only be accom- 
plished by time and custom. Our imagination and 
our memory, to which we must resort for materials 
with which to illustrate and enliven our new study, 
accord us their aid unwillingly,—indeed, only by 
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LECT. compulsion. But if we are vigorous enough to pursue 
our course in spite of obstacles, every step, as we ad- 
vance, will be found easier; the mind becomes more 
animated and energetic; the distractions gradually di- 
minish; the attention is more exclusively concentrated 
upon its object; the kindred ideas flow with greater 
freedom and abundance, and afford an easier selection 
of what is suitable for illustration. At length, our 
system of thought harmonises with our pursuit. The 
whole man becomes, as it may be, philosopher, or his- 
torian, or poet ; he lives only in the trains of thought 
relating to this character. He now energises freely, 
and, consequently, with pleasure ; for pleasure is the 
reflex of unforced and unimpeded energy. All that is 
produced in this state of mind, bears the stamp of ex- 
cellence and perfection. Helvetius justly observes, 
that the very feeblest intellect is capable of compre- 
hending the inference of one mathematical position 
from another, and even of making such an inference 
itself.“ Now, the most difficult and complicate de- 
monstrations in the works of a Newton or a Laplace, 
are all made up of such immediate inferences. They 
are like houses composed of single bricks. No greater 
exertion of intellect is required to make a thousand 
such inferences than is requisite to make one; as the 
effort of laying a single brick is the maximum of any 
individual effort in the construction of such a house. 
Thus, the difference between an ordinary mind and the 
mind of a Newton, consists principally in this, that the 
one is capable of the application of a*more continuous 
attention than the other,-that a Newton is able 
without fatigue to connect inference with inference in 
one long series towards a determinate end ; while the 
man of inferior capacity is soon obliged to break or let 


a De Ul Esprit—Discours iii. ο. iv.—ED. 
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fall the thread which he had begun to spin. This is, LEcr. 
in fact, what Sir Isaac, with equal modesty and shrewd- ek 
ness, himself admitted. ΤῸ one who complimented 3" ἰϑαδὸ 
him on his genius, he replied that if he had made any 
discoveries, it was owing more to patient attention 
than to any other talent.* There is but little analogy 
between mathematics and play-acting ; but I heard 
the great Mrs Siddons, in nearly the same language, 
attribute the whole superiority of her unrivalled talent 
to the more intense study which she bestowed upon 
her parts. If what Alcibiades, in the Symposium® of 
Plato, narrates of Socrates were true, the father of socrates. 
Greek philosophy must have possessed this faculty of 
meditation or continuous attention in the highest de- 
gree. The story, indeed, has some appearance of ex- 
ageeration ; but it shows what Alcibiades, or rather 
Plato through him, deemed the requisite of a great 
thinker. According to this report, in a military expe- 
dition which Socrates made along with Alcibiades, the 
philosopher was seen by the Athenian army to stand 
for a whole day and a night, until the breaking of the 
second morning, motionless, with a fixed gaze,—thus 
showing that he was uninterruptedly engrossed with 
the consideration of a single subject: “And thus,” 
says Alcibiades, “Socrates is ever wont to do when 
his mind is occupied with inquiries in which there are 
difficulties to be overcome. He then never interrupts 
his meditation, and forgets to eat, and drink, and 
sleep,— everything, in short, until his inquiry has 
reached its termination, or, at least, until he has seen 
some light in 10. In this history there may be, as I 
have said, exaggeration ; but still the truth of the 
principle is undeniable. Like Newton, Descartes arro- Descartes. 
a See Reid’s Works, Ὁ. 537. B P. 220.—Ep. 
VOL, I. R 
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tEcT. gated nothing to the force of his intellect. What he 
XIV, : : 
had accomplished more than other men, that he attri- 
Bacon. buted to the superiority of his method ;* and Bacon, 
in like manner, eulogises his method,—in that it places 
all men with equal attention upon a level, and leaves 
little or nothing to the prerogatives of genius. Nay, 
genius itself has been analysed by the shrewdest ob- 
servers into a higher capacity of attention. “Genius,” 
Helvetius. says Helvetius,” whom we have already quoted, “is 
nothing but a continued attention,” (une attention 
Buffon. — suzvie.) “Genius,” says Buffon,® “is only a protracted 
patience,” (wne longue patience.) “In the exact sci- 
Cuvier. ences, at least,’ says Cuvier,® “it is the patience of 
a sound intellect, when invincible, which truly consti- 
Chester. — tutes genius.” And Chesterfield has also observed, 
that “the power of applying an attention, steady and 
undissipated, to a single object, is the sure mark of a 
superior genius.” 

These examples and authorities concur in establish- 
ing the important truth, that he who would, with suc- 
cess, attempt discovery, either by inquiry into the 
works of nature, or by meditation on the phenomena 
of mind, must acquire the faculty of abstracting him- 
self, for a season, from the invasion of surrounding 
objects, must be able even, in a certain degree, to 
emancipate himself from the dominion of the body, 

ee and live, as it were, a pure intelligence, within the 
the power circle of his thoughts. This faculty has been mani- 


of Abstrac- 


tion, fested, more or less, by all whose names are associated 


a Discours de la Méthode, p. 1.—Ep. e [Eloge Historique de M. Haiiy, 
B Nov. Org., lib. i. aph. 61.—Eb. quoted by Toussaint, De /a Pensée, 
y De U' Esprit, Discours iii. chap. iv. ρ. 219.] 
—Ep. ¢ Letters to his Son. Letter Ixxxix. 
5 [Quoted by Ponelle, Manuel, p. [Compare Bonnet, Essai Analytique, 
371.] tom. i., préface, p. 8.] 
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with the progress of the intellectual sciences. Insome, Lect. 
indeed, the power of abstraction almost degenerated 
into a habit akin to disease, and the examples which 
now occur to me, would almost induce me to retract 
what I have said about the exaggeration of Plato’s 
history of Socrates. 

Archimedes,’ it is well known, was so absorbed in a Archimedes. 
geometrical meditation, that he was first aware of the 
storming of Syracuse by his own death-wound, and 
his exclamation on the entrance of Roman soldiers 
was,—NVoli turbare circulos meos. In like manner, 

Joseph Scaliger, the most learned of men, when a Soseph 
Protestant student in Paris, was so engrossed in the 
study of Homer, that he became aware of the mas- 
sacre of St Bartholomew, and of his own escape, only 

on the day subsequent to the catastrophe. The philoso- 

pher Carneades’ was habitually liable to fits of medi- Cameades. 
tation so profound, that, to prevent him sinking from 
inanition, his maid found it necessary to feed him like 

a child. And it is reported of Newton, that, while Newton. 
engaged in his mathematical researches, he sometimes 
forgot to dine. Cardan,” one of the most illustrious of Cardan. 
philosophers and mathematicians, was once, upon a 
journey, so lost in thought, that he forgot both his way 

and the object of his journey. To the questions of his 
driver whither he should proceed, he made no answer; 

and when he came to himself at nightfall, he was sur- 
prised to find the carriage at a stand-still, and directly 
under a gallows. The mathematician Vieta was some- Vieta. 
times so buried in meditation, that for hours he bore 

more resemblance to a dead person than to a living, 


a See Valerius Maximus, lib. viii. B Id., loc. cit.—Ep. 
C. (--= ED. γ [Steeb, Uber den Menschen, ii. 671.] 
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and was then wholly unconscious of everything going 
on around him. On the day of his marriage, the great 
Budeeus forgot everything in his philological specula- 
tions, and he was only awakened to the affairs of the 
external world by a tardy embassy from the marriage- 
party, who found him absorbed in the composition of 
his Commentariv. 

It is beautifully observed by Malebranche, “ that 
the discovery of truth can only be made by the labour 
of attention ; because it is only the labour of atten- 
tion which has light for its reward ;”* and, in an- 
other place :?>—* The attention of the intellect is a na- 
tural prayer by which we obtain the enlightenment of 
reason. But since the fall, the intellect frequently expe- 
riences appalling droughts ; it cannot pray; the labour 
of attention fatigues and afflictsit. In fact, this labour 
is at first great, and the recompense scanty ; while, at 
the same time, we are unceasingly solicited, pressed, 
agitated by the imagination and the passions, whose 
inspiration and impulses it is always agreeable to 
obey. Nevertheless, it is a matter of necessity ; we 
must invoke reason to be enlightened; there is no 
other way of obtaining light and intelligence but by 
the labour of attention. Faith is a gift of God which 
we earn not by our merits ; but intelligence is a gift 
usually only conceded to desert. Faith is a pure 
grace in every sense; but the understanding of a 
truth is a grace of such a character that it must be 
merited by labour, or by the co-operation of grace. 
Those, then, who are capable of this labour, and who 
are always attentive to the truth which ought to 
guide them, have a disposition which would undoubt- 


a Traité de Morale, partie i. chap. B Ibid., partie i. chap. ν. § 4.— 
vi. 81. Ep. 
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edly deserve a name more magnificent than those 
bestowed on the most splendid virtues. But although 
this habit or this virtue be inseparable from the love 
of order, it is so little known among us that 1 do 
not know if we have done it the honour of a parti- 
cular name. May I, therefore, be pardoned in calling 
it by the equivocal name of force of witellect. To 
acquire this true force by which the intellect sup- 
ports the labour of attention, it is necessary to begin 
betimes to labour ; for, in the course of nature, 
we can only acquire habits by acts, and can only 
strengthen them by exercise. But perhaps the only 
difficulty is to begin. We recollect that we began, 
and that we were obliged to leave off. Hence we get 
discouraged ; we think ourselves unfit for meditation ; 
we renounce reason. If this be the case, whatever we 
may allege to justify our sloth and negligence, we 
renounce virtue, at least in part. For without the 
labour of attention, we shall never comprehend the 
erandeur of religion, the sanctity of morals, the little- 
ness of all that 15 not God, the absurdity of the pas- 
sions, and of all our internal miseries. Without this 
labour, the soul will live in blindness and in disorder ; 
because there is naturally no other way to obtain the 
light that should conduct us: we shall be eternally 
under disquietude and in strange embarrassment ; for 
we fear everything when we walk in darkness and 
surrounded by precipices. It is true that faith guides 
and supports; but it does so only as it produces some 
light by the attention which it excites in us; for light 
alone is what can assure minds, like ours, which have 
so many enemies to fear.” 

I have translated a longer extract than I intended 
when 1 began ; but the truth and importance of the 
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LEcT, observations are so great, and they are so admirably 
a expressed in Malebranche’s own inimitable style, that 
it was not easy to leave off. They are only a frag- 
ment of a very valuable chapter on the subject, to 
Study of Which I would earnestly refer you,—indeed, I may 
ingsot take this opportunity of saying, that there is no phi- 
branche  losophical author who can be more profitably studied 
mended, than Malebranche. As a thinker, he is perhaps the 
most profound that France has ever produced; and 
as a writer on philosophical subjects, there is not an- 
other European author who can be placed before him. 
His style is a model at once of dignity and of natural 
ease ; and no metaphysician has been able to express 
himself so clearly and precisely without resorting to 
technical and scholastic terms. That he was the author 
of a celebrated, but exploded hypothesis, is, perhaps, 
the reason why he is far less studied than he otherwise 
deserves. His works are of principal value for the 
admirable observations on human nature which they 
embody ; and were everything to be expunged from 
them connected with the Vision of all things in the 
Deity, and even with the Cartesian hypotheses in gene- 
ral, they would still remain an inestimable treasury of 
the acutest analyses, expressed in the most appropriate, 
and, therefore, the most admirable eloquence. In the 
last respect, he is only approached, certainly not sur- 

passed, by Hume and Mendelssohn. 

I have dwelt at greater length upon the practical 
bearings of Attention, not only because this principle 
constitutes the better half of all intellectual power, 
but because it is of consequence that you should be 
fully aware of the incalculable importance of acquir- 
ing, by early and continued exercise, the habit of 
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attention. There are, however, many points of great 
moment on which I have not touched, and the depen- 
dence of Memory upon Attention might alone form 
an interesting matter of discussion. You will find 
some excellent observations on this subject in the first 
and third volumes of Mr Stewart’s Hlements.* 


a See Elements, i. cc. 2,6; Works, ii. p. 122 et seq., and p. 352.—Ep. 
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LECTURE XY. 
CONSCIOUSNESS,—ITS EVIDENCE AND AUTHORITY. 


tect. HaAvine now concluded the discussion in regard to 
XV. what Consciousness is, and shown you that it con- 
Conscious- stitutes the fundamental form of every act of know- 
ae ledge ;—I now proceed to consider it as the source 
from whence we must derive every fact in the Philo- 

sophy of Mind. And, in prosecution of this purpose, 

I shall, in the first place, endeavour to show you that 

it really is the principal, if not the only source, from 

which all knowledge of the mental phenomena must 

be obtained ;* in the second place, I shall consider 

the character of its evidence, and what, under differ- 

ent relations, are the different degrees of its autho- 

rity ; and, in the last place, I shall state what, and of 


what nature, are the more 


a Under the first head here speci- 
fied, the Author occasionally delivered 
from the Chair three lectures, which 
contained “a summary view of the 
nervous system in the higher animals, 
more especially in man; and a state- 
ment of some of the results obtained 
[by him] from an extensive and ac- 
curate induction on the size of the 
Encephalus and its principal parts, 
both in man and the lower animals,— 
serving to prove that no assistance is 
afforded to Mental Philosophy by the 


general phenomena which 


examination of the Nervous System, 
and that the doctrine, or doctrines, 
which found upon the supposed paral- 
lelism of brain and mind, are, as far 
as observation extends, wholly ground- 
less.” These lectures, as foreign in 
their details from the general subject 
of the Course, are omitted in the pre- 
sent publication. A general summary 
of the principal conclusions to which 
the researches of the Author on this 
subject conducted him, will be found 
in Appendix II.—Ep. 
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it reveals. Having terminated these, I shall then Lect. 
descend to the consideration of the special faculties of ἊΝ 
knowledge, that is, to the particular modifications of 

‘ which consciousness is susceptible. 

We proceed to consider, in the first place, the The possibi- 
authority,—the certainty of this instrument. Now, Lieoliy ie 
it is at once evident, that philosophy, as it affirms its erat 
own possibility, must affirm the veracity of conscious- fe 
ness ; for, as philosophy is only a scientific develop- 
ment of the facts which consciousness reveals, it fol- 
lows, that philosophy, in denying or doubting the tes- 
timony of consciousness, would deny or doubt its own 
existence. If, therefore, philosophy be not felo de se, 
it must not invalidate the integrity of that which is, 
as it were, the heart, the punctum saliens, of its being, 
and as it would actively maintain its own credit, it 
must be able positively to vindicate the truth of con- 
sciousness : for, as Lucretius® well observes, 

“ . . Ut in Fabrica, si prava est Regula prima, 
Normaque si fallax rectis regionibus exit, 
Omnia mendose fieri, atque obstipa necessum est ; 
Sic igitur Ratio tibi rerum prava necesse est, 
Falsaque sit, falsis queecunque ab Sensibus orta est.” 


And Leibnitz® truly says—“ If our immediate inter- 
nal experience could possibly deceive us, there could 
no longer be for us any truth of fact (vérité de fait), 
nay, nor any truth of reason (vérité de raison).” 

So far there is, and can be, no dispute; if phi- 
losophy is possible, the evidence of consciousness is 
authentic. No philosopher denies its authority, and 
even the Sceptic can only attempt to show, on the 
hypothesis of the Dogmatist, that consciousness, as at 


a De Rerum Natura, lib. iv. 516.— B Nouveauc Essais, liv. ii. c. 27 
Ep. § 138.—Epb. 
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variance with itself, is, therefore, on that hypothesis, 
mendacious. 

But if the testimony of consciousness be in itself 
confessedly above all suspicion, it follows, that we 1η- 
quire into the conditions or laws which regulate the 
legitimacy of its applications. The conscious mind 
being at once the source from which we must derive 
our knowledge of its phenomena, and the mean 
through which that knowledge is obtained, Psycho- 
logy is only an evolution, by consciousness, of the 
facts which consciousness itself reveals. As every 
system of Mental Philosophy is thus only an exposi- 
tion of these facts, every such system, consequently, 
is true and complete, as it fairly and fully exhibits 
what, and what only, consciousness exhibits. 

But, it may be objected,—if consciousness be the 
only revelation we possess of our intellectual nature, 
and if consciousness be also the sole criterion by which 
we can interpret the meaning of what this revelation 
contains, this revelation must be very obscure,—this 
criterion must be very uncertain, seeing that the 
various systems of philosophy all equally appeal to 
this revelation, and to this criterion, in support of 
the most contradictory opinions. ΑΒ to the fact of 
the variety and contradiction of philosophical sys- 
tems,—this cannot be denied, and it is also true that 
all these systems either openly profess allegiance to 
consciousness, or silently confess its authority. But 
admitting all this, I am still bold enough to main- 
tain, that consciousness affords not merely the only 
revelation, and only criterion of philosophy, but that 
this revelation is naturally clear,—this criterion, in 
itself, unerring. The history of philosophy, like the 
history of theology, is only, it is too true, the history 
of variations, and we must admit of the book of con- 
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sciousness what a great Calvinist divine* bitterly LECT. 
confessed of the book of Scripture,— 


“ Hic liber est in quo querit sua dogmata quisque ; 
Invenit et pariter dogmata quisque sua.” 


In regard, however, to either revelation, it can be Cause of 

shown that the source of this diversity is not in the in philoso- 
book, but in the reader. If men will go to the Bible, my, 
not to ask of it what they shall believe, but to find in 
it what they believe already, the standard of unity and 
truth becomes in human hands only a Lesbian rule.? 
And if philosophers, in place of evolving their doc- 
trines out of consciousness, resort to consciousness 
only when they are able to quote its authority in 
confirmation of their preconceived opinions, philoso- 
phical systems, like the sandals of Theramenes,’ may 
fit any feet, but can never pretend to represent the 
immutability of nature. And that philosophers have 
been, for the most part, guilty of this, it is not 
extremely difficult to show. They have seldom or 
never taken the facts of consciousness, the whole facts 
of consciousness, and nothing but the facts of con- 
sciousness. They have either overlooked, or rejected, 
or interpolated. 

Before we are entitled to accuse consciousness of Weare 


3 $ 5 Sat O : bound to 
being a false, or vacillating, or ill-informed witness, inquire 
whether 
we are bound, first of all, to see whether there be any there be 
. : . . any rules 
rules by which, in employing the testimony of con- by which, 
E Ε in employ- 
sciousness, we must be governed ; and whether philo- ing the 


testimony 


sophers have evolved their systems out of conscious- of con- 
sciousness, 
we must be 
aS. Werenfels, Dissertationes, Am- κανών.---ἘΠ0, governed. 
stel. 1716, vol. ii. p. 8391.—Ep. Ὕ Θηραμένης" διὰ τὸ μὴ μόνιμον ἀλλὰ 
B Aristotle, δέν. Nic., v. 10: Τοῦ καὶ ἐπαμφοτερίζον ἀεὶ τῇ προαιρέσει τῆς 
γὰρ ἀορίστου ἀόριστος καὶ ὃ κανών ἐστιν, πολιτείας, ἐπεκλήθη Κόθορνος. Plu- 
ὥσπερ καὶ τῆς Λεσβίας οἰκοδομῆς ὃ tarch, Nicias,—Opera, vol. i. Ῥ. 524 
μολίβδινος κανών" πρὸς γὰρ τὸ σχῆμα (ed. 1559).—Eb. 
τοῦ λίθου μετακινεῖται καὶ οὐ μένει 6 
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LEcT, ness in obedience to these rules. For if there be 
XY rules under which alone the evidence of consciousness 
can be fairly and fully given, and, consequently, under 
which alone consciousness can serve as an infallible 
standard of certainty and truth, and if philosophers 
have despised or neglected these,— then, must we 
remove the reproach from the instrument, and affix it 
to those blundering workmen who have not known 
how to handle and apply it. In attempting to vindi- 
cate the veracity and perspicuity of this, the natural, 
revelation of our mental being, | shall, therefore, first, 
endeavour to enumerate and explain the general rules 
by which we must be governed in applying conscious- 
ness aS a mean of internal observation, and there- 
after show how the variations and contradictions of 
philosophy have all arisen from the violation of one 
or more of these laws. If I accomplish this at pre- 
sent but imperfectly, I may at least plead in excuse, 
that the task I undertake is one that has not been 
previously attempted. 1, therefore, request that you 
will view what I am to state to you on this subject 
rather as the outline of a course of reasoning, than as 
anything pretending to finished argument. 

Three grand In attempting a scientific deduction of the philoso- 


Laws, und : 5 
which con. Phy of mind from the data of consciousness, there are, 
can be lei- 1 all, if I generalise correctly, three laws which afford 


timately ap- 


plied to the the exclusive conditions of psychological legitimacy. 


considera- 


tion of its ‘These laws, or regulative conditions, are self-evident, 
men“ and yet theyseem never to have been clearly proposed to 
themselves by philosophers,—in philosophical specula- 
tion, they have certainly never been adequately obeyed. 
1 Trelay Lhe First of these rules is,—That no fact be assumed 
ome ~~ as a fact of consciousness but what is ultimate and 


mony. 
simple. This I would call the law of Parcimony. 
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The Second,—that which I would style the law of ποτ. 
Integrity, is—That the whole facts of consciousness be zy 
taken without reserve or hesitation, whether given as ities 
constituent, or as regulative, data. 

The Third is,—That nothing but the facts of con- 3.Thelawof 
sciousness be taken, or, if A ἐς of reasoning be ger 
admitted, that these at least be recognised as legiti- 
mate only as deduced from, and in subordination to, 
the immediate data of consciousness, and every posi- 
tion rejected as illegitimate, which is contradictory of 
these. This I would call the law of Harmony. 

I shall consider these in their order. 

I. The first law, that of Parcimony, is,—That no LThelawof 
fact be assumed as a fact of consciousness but whatis 
ultimate and simple. What is a fact of consciousness 7 Fact of con- 
This question of all others requires a precise and arti- =e 
culate answer, but I have not found it adequately 
answered in any psychological author. 

In the first place, —every mental phenomenon may 1. Primary 
be called a fact of consciousness. But as we distin- sk 
guish consciousness from the special faculties, though 
these are all only modifications of consciousness,—only 
branches of which consciousness is the trunk; so we 
distinguish the special and derivative phenomena of 
mind from those that are primary and universal, and 
give to the latter the name of facts of consciousness, as 
more eminently worthy of that appellation. In an act 
of perception, for example, I distinguish the pen I hold 
in my hand, and my hand itself, from my mind per- 
ceiving them. ‘This distinction is a particular fact,— 
the fact of a particular faculty, perception. But there 
is a general fact, a general distinction, of which this is 
only a special case. This general fact is the distinc- 
tion of the Ego and non-Ego, and it belongs to con- 
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sciousness as the general faculty. Whenever, there- 
fore, in our analysis of the intellectual phenomena, we 
arrive at an element which we cannot reduce to a gene- 
ralisation from experience, but which lies at the root 
of all experience, and which we cannot, therefore, re- 
solve into any higher principle-—this we properly call 
a fact of consciousness. Looking to such a fact of 
consciousness as the last result of an analysis, we call 
it an ultimate principle ; looking from it as the first 
constituent of all intellectual combination, we call it a 
primary principle. <A fact of consciousness is, thus, a 
simple, and, as we regard it, either an ultimate, or a 
primary, datum of intelligence. It obtains also various 
denominations ; sometimes it is called an a prior 
principle, sometimes a fundamental law of mind, some- 
times a transcendental condition of thought,* &e. &e. 

But, in the second place, this, its character of ulti- 
mate priority, supposes its character of necessity. It 
must be impossible not to think it. In fact, by its 
necessity alone can we recognise it as an original 
datum of intelligence, and distinguish it from any 
mere result of generalisation and custom. 

In the third place, this fact, as ultimate, is also given 
to us with a mere belief of its reality ; in other words, 
consciousness reveals that it is, but not why or how 
it is. This is evident. Were this fact given us, not 
only with a belief, but with a knowledge of how or 
why it is, in that case it would be a derivative, and 
not a primary, datum. For that whereby we were 
thus enabled to comprehend its how and why,—in 
other words, the reason of its existence,—this would be 
relatively prior, and to it or to its antecedent must we 
ascend, until we arrive at that primary fact, in which 


a See Reid’s Works, p. 755 et seq. —Eb. 
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we must at last believe-—which we must take upon Lect. 
trust, but which we could not comprehend, that is, δὰ 
think under a higher notion. 

A fact of consciousness is thus,—that whose exist- 
ence is given and guaranteed by an original and ne- 
cessary belief. But there is an important distinction 
to be here made, which has not only been overlooked 
by all philosophers, but has led some of the most dis- 
tinguished into no inconsiderable errors. 

The facts of consciousness are to be considered in The facts of 


conscious- 


two points of view; either as evidencing their own ness to be 


- 6 δ 3 considered 
ideal or phzenomenal existence, or as evidencing the intwo points 
. . . . or view : 

objective existence of something else beyond them.* A either as 
Ξ G 3 6 Ξ ὃ ‘ . evidencing 
belief in the former is not identical with a belief in their own 
4 ideal exist- 
the latter. The one cannot, the other may possibly, ence, or the 
: “objective 

be refused. In the case of a common witness, we existence 


of some- 


cannot doubt the fact of his personal reality, nor the thing be- 
fact of his testimony as emitted,—but we can always fame 
doubt the truth of that which his testimony avers. So 

it is with consciousness. We cannot possibly refuse How far 


doubt is 


the fact of its evidence as given, but we may hesitate possible in 
C : . Θ regard to 
to admit that beyond itself of which it assures us. J a fact of 


shall explain by taking an example. In the act of πε τ} 
External Perception, consciousness gives as a conjunct aed 
fact, the existence of Me or Self as perceiving, and ae 
the existence of something different from Me or Self 
as perceived. Now the reality of this, as a subjective 
datum,—as an ideal phenomenon, it is absolutely 
impossible to doubt without doubting the existence of 
consciousness, for consciousness is itself this fact; and 
to doubt the existence of consciousness is absolutely 
impossible; for as such a doubt could not exist, except 
in and through consciousness, it would, consequently, 


a See Reid’s Works, Note A, p. 743 et seq.—Eb. 
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annihilate itself. We should doubt that we doubted. 
As contained,—as given, in an act of consciousness, 
the contrast of mind knowing and matter known can- 
not be denied. 

But the whole phenomenon as given in conscious- 
ness may be admitted, and yet its inference disputed. 
It may be said, consciousness gives the mental subject 
as perceiving an external object, contradistinguished 
from it as perceived: all this we do not, and cannot, 
deny. But consciousness is only a phenomenon ;— 
the contrast between the subject and object may be 
only apparent, not real; the object given as an ex- 
ternal reality, may only be a mental representation, 
which the mind is, by an unknown law, determined 
unconsciously to produce, and to mistake for some- 
thing different from itself. All this may be said and 
believed, without self-contradiction,—nay, all this has, 
by the immense majority of modern philosophers, been 
actually said and believed. ἣ 

In like manner, in an act of Memory consciousness 
connects a present existence with a past. I cannot 
deny the actual pheenomenon, because my denial would 
be suicidal, but I can, without self-contradiction, assert 
that consciousness may be a false witness in regard to 
any former existence; and I may maintain, if I please, 
that the memory of the past, in consciousness, 18 no- 
thing but a phenomenon, which has no reality beyond 
the present. There are many other facts of conscious- 
ness which we cannot but admit as ideal phenomena, 
but may discredit as guaranteeing aught beyond their 
phzenomenal existence itself. The legality of this doubt 
I do not at present consider, but only its possibility ; 
all that I have now in view being to show that we 
must not confound, as has been done, the double im- 
port of the facts, and the two degrees of evidence for 
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their reality. This mistake has, among others, been Lect. 
XV. 
made by Mr Stewart.“ “The belief,” τὶ says, “which ——_ 
accompanies consciousness, as to the present existence Sere" 
confounds 


of its appropriate pheenomena, has been commonly con- {hee ἐν 
sidered as much less obnoxious to cavil, than any of ον λοις, 
the other principles which philosophers are accustomed 
to assume as self-evident, in the formation of their 
metaphysical systems. No doubts on this head have 
yet been suggested by any philosopher, how sceptical 
soever ; even by those who have called in question 
the existence both of mind and of matter. And yet 
the fact is, that it rests on no foundation more solid 
than our belief of the existence of external objects, or 
our belief, that other men possess intellectual powers 
and faculties similar to those of which we are conscious 
in ourselves. In all these cases, the only account that 
can be given of our belief is, that it forms a necessary 
part of our constitution; against which metaphysicians 
may easily argue, so as to perplex the judgment, but 
of which it is impossible for us to divest ourselves for 
a moment, when we are called on to employ our rea- 
son, either in the business of life, or in the pursuits of 
science. While we are under the influence of our 
appetites, passions, or affections, or even of a strong 
speculative curiosity, all those difficulties which be- 
wildered us in the solitude of the closet, vanish before 
the essential principles of the human frame.” 

With all the respect to which the opinion of so dis- Criticism of 
tinguished a philosopher as Mr Stewart is justly en- sea 
titled, | must be permitted to say, that I cannot but 
regard his assertion,—that the present existence of 
the phzenomena of consciousness, and the reality of 
that to which these phenomena bear witness, rest on 

a Phil, Essays— Works, vol. v. p. 57. 
VOL. 1. 5 


LECT. 
XV. 


274 LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


a foundation equally solid,—as wholly untenable. The 
second fact, the fact testified to, may be worthy of all 
credit,—as I agree with Mr Stewart in thinking that 
it is; but still it does not rest on a foundation equally 
solid as the fact of the testimony itself. Mr Stewart 
confesses that of the former no doubt had ever been 
suggested by the boldest sceptic ; and the latter, in 
so far as it assures us of our having an immediate 
knowledge of the external world,—which is the case 
alleved by Mr Stewart,—has been doubted, nay denied, 
not merely by sceptics, but by modern philosophers 
almost toa man. ‘This historical circumstance, there- 
fore, of itself, would create a strong presumption, that 
the two facts must stand on very different foundations ; 
and this presumption is confirmed when we inyesti- 
gate what these foundations themselves are. 

The one fact,—the fact of the testimony, 1s an act 
of consciousness itself ; it cannot, therefore, be invali- 
dated without self-contradiction. For, as we have fre- 
quently observed, to doubt of the reality of that of 
which we are conscious is impossible ; for as we can 
only doubt through consciousness, to doubt of con- 
sciousness is to doubt of consciousness by conscious- 
ness. If, on the one hand, we affirm the reality of the 
doubt, we thereby explicitly affirm the reality of con- 
sciousness, and contradict our doubt ; if, on the other 
hand, we deny the reality of consciousness, we impli- 
citly deny the reality of our denial itself. Thus, in 
the act of perception, consciousness gives as a conjunct 
fact, an ego or mind, and a non-ego or matter, known 
together, and contradistinguished from each other. 
Now, as a present phenomenon, this double fact can- 
not possibly be denied. I cannot, therefore, refuse the 
fact, that, in perception, [ am conscious of a pheenome- 


no 
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non, which I am compelled to regard as the attribute 
of something different from my mind or self. This I 
must perforce admit, or run into self-contradiction. 
But admitting this, may I not still, without self-con- 
tradiction, maintain that what I am compelled to view 
as the phenomenon of something different from me is 
nevertheless, (unknown to me), only a modification of 
my mind? In this 1 admit the fact of the testimony 
of consciousness as given, but deny the truth of its 
report. Whether this denial of the truth of conscious- 
ness as a witness, is or is not legitimate, we are not, 
at this moment, to consider: all I have in view at 
present is, as I said, to show that we must distinguish 
in consciousness two kinds of facts,—the fact of con- 
sciousness testifying, and the fact of which conscious- 
ness testifies; and that we must not, as Mr Stewart 
has done, hold that we can as little doubt of the fact 
of the existence of an external world, as of the fact 
that consciousness gives, in mutual contrast, the phee- 
nomenon of self, in contrast to the phenomenon of 
not-self.° 

Under this first law, let it, therefore, be laid down, 
in the first place, that by a fact of consciousness, pro- 
perly so called, is meant a primary and universal fact 
of our intellectual being; and, in the second, that; 
such facts are of two kinds,—1°, The facts given in 
the act of consciousness itself; and, 2°, The facts 
which consciousness does not at once give, but to the 
reality of which it only bears evidence. And as sim- 
plification is always a matter of importance, we may 

α The only philosopher whom I says the evidence of consciousness of 
have met with, touching on the ques- an external world is not self-contradic- 
tion, is Father Buffer, and he seems tory; by no means,—khe is only mad.” 


to strike the nail upon the head. He -—Tvraité des Premiéres Vérités, ο. xi. 
says, as I recollect,—‘‘ He who gain- § 89. [See Retd’s Works, p. 787.—En.| 
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throw out of account altogether the former class of 
these facts ; for of such no doubt can be, or has been, 
entertained. It is only the authority of these facts as 
evidence of something beyond themselves,—that is, 
only the second class of facts,—which become matter 
of discussion ; it is not the reality of consciousness 
that we have to prove, but its veracity.® 

The second rule is,—That the whole facts of con- 
sciousness be taken without reserve or hesitation, 
whether given as constituent, or as regulative, data. 
This rule is too manifest to require much elucida- 
tion. As philosophy is only a development of the 
phenomena and laws of consciousness, it is evident 
that philosophy can only be complete, as it compre- 
hends, in one harmonious system, all the constituent, 
and all the regulative, facts of consciousness. If any 
phzenomenon or constituent fact of consciousness be 
omitted, the system is not complete; if any law 
or regulative fact is excluded, the system is not 
legitimate. 

The violation of this second rule is, in general, 
connected with a violation of the third, and we 
shall accordingly illustrate them together. The third 
is,—That nothing but the facts of consciousness be 
taken, or if inferences of reasoning be admitted, that 
these at least be recognised as legitimate only as 
deduced from, and only in subordination to, the im- 
mediate data of consciousness, and that every position 
be rejected as illegitimate which is contradictory of 
these. 

The truth and necessity of this rule are not less 
evident than the truth and necessity of the preceding. 
Philosophy is only a systematic evolution of the con- 


a See Reid’s Works, pp. 743-754, et seg.—Ep. 
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tents of consciousness, by the instrumentality of con- LECT. 
sciousness ; it, therefore, necessarily supposes, in both 
respects, the veracity of consciousness. 

But, though this be too evident to admit of doubt, How Scep- 
and though no philosopher has ever openly thrown ἜΜ Ἢ 
off allegiance to the authority of consciousness, we mae sys 
find, icles that its testimony has been silently 
overlooked, and systems established upon principles 
in direct hostility to the primary data of intelligence. 

It is only such a violation of the integrity of con- 
sciousness, by the dogmatist, that affords, to the 
sceptic, the foundation on which he can establish his 
proof of the nullity of philosophy. The sceptic cannot 
assail the truth of the facts of consciousness in them- 
selves. In attempting this he would run at once into 
self-contradiction. In the first place, he would enact 
the part of a dogmatist, that is, he would positively, 
—dogmatically, establish his doubt. In the second, 
waiving this, how can he accomplish what he thus 
proposes? For why? He must attack conscious- 
ness either from a higher ground, or from conscious- 
ness itself. Higher ground than consciousness there 
is none; he must, therefore, invalidate the facts of 
consciousness from the ground of consciousness itself. 
On this ground, he cannot, as we have seen, deny the 
facts of consciousness as given ; he can only attempt 
to invalidate their testimony. But this again can 
be done only by showing that consciousness tells diffe- 
rent tales,—that its evidence is contradictory,—that 
its data are repugnant. But this no sceptic has ever 
yet been able to do. Neither does the sceptic or 
negative philosopher himself assuxie his principles ; 
he only accepts those on which the dogmatist or 
positive philosopher attempts to establish his doc- 
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trine ; and this doctrine he reduces to zero, by show- 
ing that its principles are, either mutually repug- 
nant, or repugnant to facts of consciousness on 
which, though it may not expressly found, still, as 
facts of consciousness, it cannot refuse to recognise 
without denying the possibility of philosophy in 
general. 

I shall illustrate the violation of this rule by ex- 
amples taken from the writings of the late ingenious 
Dr Thomas Brown.—I must, however, premise that 
this philosopher, so far from being singular in his easy 
way of appealing to, or overlooking, the facts of 
consciousness, as he finds them convenient or incon- 
venient for his purpose, supplies only a specimen of 
the too ordinary style of philosophising. Now, you 
must know, that Dr Brown maintains the common 
doctrine of the philosophers, that we have no imme- 
diate knowledge of anything beyond the states or 
modifications of our own minds,—that we are only 
conscious of the ego,—the non-ego, as known, being 
only a modification of self, which mankind at large 
are illusively determined to view as external and 
different from self. This doctrine is contradictory of 
the fact to which consciousness testifies,—that the 
object of which we are conscious in perception, is the 
external reality as existing, and not merely its repre- 
sentation in the percipient mind. That this is the 
fact testified to by consciousness, and believed by the 
common sense of mankind, is admitted even by those 
philosophers who reject the truth of the testimony 
and the belief. It is of no consequence to us at pre- 
sent what are the grounds on which the principle is 
founded, that the mind can have no knowledge of aught 
besides itself; it 1s sufficient to observe that, this prin- 
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ciple being contradictory of the testimony of conscious- 
ness, Dr Brown, by adopting it, virtually accuses con- 
sciousness of falsehood. But if consciousness be false 
in its testimony to one fact, we can have no confidence 
in its testimony to any other; and Brown, having 
himself belied the veracity of consciousness, cannot, 
therefore, again appeal to this veracity as to a credible 
authority. But he is not thus consistent. Although 
he does not allow that we have any knowledge of the 
existence of an outer world, the existence of that 
world he still maintains. And on what grounds? He 
admits the reasoning of the idealist, that is, of the 
philosopher who denies the reality of the material 
universe,—he admits this to be invincible. How, 
then, is his conclusion avoided? Simply by appealing 
to the universal belief of mankind in favour of the 
existence of external things,“— that is, to the autho- 
rity of a fact of consciousness. But to him this appeal 
is incompetent. For, in the first place, having already 
virtually given up, or rather positively rejected, the 
testimony of consciousness, when consciousness de- 
posed to our immediate knowledge of external things, 
—how can he even found upon the veracity of that 
mendacious principle, when bearing evidence to the 
unknown existence of external things? I cannot but 
believe that the material reality exists ; therefore, 
it does exist, for consciousness does not deceive us,— 
this reasoning Dr Brown employs when defending his 
assertion of an outer world. I cannot but believe 
that the material reality is the object immediately 
known in perception ; therefore, it is immediately 
known, for consciousness does not deceive us,—this 


a Philosophy of the Human Mind, this argument further pursued in the 
lecture xxviii, p. 50, 2d edition. See Author’s Discussions, p. 92.—Eb. 
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reasoning Dr Brown rejects when establishing the 
foundation of his system. In the one case, he main- 
tains,—this belief, because irresistible, is true ; in the 
other case, he maintains,—this belief, though irresist- 
ible, is false. Consciousness is veracious in the former 
belief, mendacious in the latter. I approbate the one, 
I reprobate the other. The inconsistency of this is 
apparent. It becomes more palpable when we con- 
sider, in the second place, that the belief which Dr 
Brown assumes as true rests on,—is, in fact, only the 
reflex of,—the belief which he repudiates as false. 
Why do mankind believe in the existence of an outer 
world? ‘They do not believe in it as in something 
unknown ; but, on the contrary, they believe it to 
exist, only because they believe that they immediately 
know it to exist. The former belief is only as it is 
founded on the latter. Of all absurdities, therefore, 
the greatest is to assert,—on the one hand, that con- 
sciousness deceives us in the belief that we know 
any material object to exist ; and, on the other, that 
the material object exists, because, though on false 
grounds, we believe it to exist. 

I may give you another instance, from the same 
author, of the wild work that the application of this 
rule makes, among philosophical systems not legiti- 
mately established. Dr Brown, with other philoso- 
phers, rests the proof of our Personal Identity, and of 
our Mental Individuality, on the ground of beliefs, 
which, as “intuitive, universal, immediate, and irresist- 
ible,” he, not unjustly, recards as the “internal and 
never-ceasing voice of our Creator,—revelations from 
on high, omnipotent, | and veracious |], as their Author.”* 


a Philosophy of the Human Mind, also Sir W. Hamilton's Discussions, Ὁ. 
lecture xiii., p. 269, 2d edition. See 96.—Ep. 
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To him this argument is, however, incompetent, as 
contradictory. 

What we know of self or person, we know only as 
a fact of consciousness. In our perceptive conscious- 
ness, there is revealed, in contrast to each, a self and 
a not-self. This contrast is either true or false. If 
true, then am I conscious of an object different from 
me,—that is, 1 have an immediate perception of the 
external reality. If false, then am I not conscious 
of anything different from me, but what I am con- 
strained to regard as not-me is only a modification 
of me, which, by an illusion of my nature, I mis- 
take, and must mistake, for something different from 
me. 

Now, will it be credited that Dr Brown,—and be it 
remembered that I adduce him only as the represen- 
tative of a great majority of philosophers,—aflirms or 
denies, just as he finds it convenient or inconvenient, 
this fact,—this distinction, of consciousness? In his 
doctrine of perception, he explicitly denies its truth, 
in denying that mind is conscious of aught beyond 
itself. But, in other parts of his philosophy, this false 
fact, this illusive distinction, and the deceitful belief 
founded thereupon, are appealed to, (I quote his ex- 
pressions), as “revelations from on high,—as the 
never-ceasing voice of our Creator,” &c. 

Thus, on the veracity of this mendacious belief, Dr 
Brown establishes his proof of our personal identity. 
Touching the object of perception, when its evidence 
is inconvenient, this belief is quietly passed over, as 
incompetent to distinguish not-self from self; in the 
question regarding our personal identity, where its 
testimony is convenient, it 15 clamorously cited as an 
inspired witness, exclusively competent to distinguish 
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LECT. self from not-self. Yet why, if, in the one case, it 
XY. mistook self for not-self, it may not, in the other, 
mistake not-self for self, would appear a problem not 
of the easiest solution. 

And of our The same belief, with the same inconsistency, is 
ity. called in to prove the Individuality of mind.* But if 
we are fallaciously determined, in our perceptive con- 
sciousness, to regard mind both as mind and as matter, 
—for, on Brown’s hypothesis, in perception, the object 
perceived is only a mode of the percipient subject,—if, 
I say, in this act, 1 must view what is supposed one 
and indivisible, as plural, and different, and opposed, 
—how is it possible to appeal to the authority of a tes- 
timony so treacherous as consciousness for an evidence 
of the real simplicity of the thinking principle? How, 
says the materialist to Brown,—how can you appeal 
against me to the testimony of consciousness, which 
you yourself reject when against your own opinions, 
and how can you, on the authority of that testimony, 
maintain the unity of self to be more than an illusive 
appearance, when self and not-self, as known to con- 
sciousness, are, on your own hypothesis, confessedly 
only modifications of the same percipient subject ? 
If, on your doctrine, consciousness can split what you 
hold to be one and indivisible into two, not only dif- 
ferent but opposed, existences,—what absurdity 15 
there, on mine, that consciousness should exhibit as 
phenomenally one, what we both hold to be really 
manifold? If you give the lie to consciousness in 
favour of your hypothesis, you can have no reasonable 
objection that I should give it the lie in favour of 
mine. If you can maintain that not-self is only an 
illusive phzenomenon,—being, in fact, only self in dis- 


a Lecture xii., vol. i. p. 241, 2d edition. —Ep. 
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guise; I may also maintain, a contra, that self itself is Lect. 
only an illusive phenomenon, and that the apparent st 
unity of the ego is only the result of an organic har- 
mony of action between the particles of matter. 

From these examples, the truth of the position I the abso- 


lute and 


maintain is manifest,—that a fact of consciousness can universal 
only be rejected on the supposition of falsity, and that, ae 
the falsity of one fact of consciousness being admitted, be main 
the truth of no other fact of consciousness can be main- το 
tained. The legal brocard, Falsus in wno, falsus in om- 
nibus, is a rule not more applicable to other witnesses 

than to consciousness. ‘Thus, every system of philo- 
sophy which implies the negation of any fact of con- 
scloushess, 1s not only necessarily unable, without self- 
contradiction, to establish its own truth by any appeal 

to consciousness ; it is also unable, without self-con- 
tradiction, to appeal to consciousness against the false- 

hood of any other system. If the absolute and uni- 
versal veracity of consciousness be once surrendered, 
every system is equally true, or rather all are equally 
false ; philosophy is impossible, for it has now no 
instrument by which truth can be discovered,— no 
standard by which it can be tried ; the root of our 
nature is a lie. But though it is thus manifestly the 
common interest of every scheme of philosophy to 
preserve intact the integrity of consciousness, almost 
every scheme of philosophy is only another mode in 
which this integrity has been violated. If, therefore, 

I am able to prove the fact of this various violation, 

and to show that the facts of consciousness have 
never, or hardly ever, been fairly evolved, it will 
follow, as I said, that no reproach can be justly ad- 
dressed to consciousness as an ill-informed, or vacil- 
lating, or perfidious witness, but to those only who 
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were too proud, or too negligent, to accept its testi- 
mony, to employ its materials, and to obey its laws. 
And on this supposition, so far should we be from 
despairing of the future advance of philosophy from 
the experience of its past wanderings, that we ought, 
on the contrary, to anticipate for it a steady progress, 
the moment that philosophers can be persuaded to 
look to consciousness, and to consciousness alone, for 
their materials and their rules. 
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LECTURE XVI. 
CONSCIOUSNESS,—VIOLATIONS OF ITS AUTHORITY. 


On the principle, which no one has yet been found 
bold enough formally to deny, and which, indeed, 
requires only to be understood to be acknowledged,— 
viz., that as all philosophy is evolved from conscious- 
ness, so, on the truth of consciousness, the possibility 
of all philosophy is dependent,—it is manifest, at 
once and without further reasoning, that no philoso- 
phical theory can pretend to truth except that single 
theory which comprehends and develops the fact of 
consciousness on which it founds, without retrench- 
ment, distortion, or addition. Were a philosophical 
system to pretend that it culls out all that is correct in 
a fact of consciousness, and rejects only what is erro- 
neous,— what would be the inevitable result? In the 
first place, this system admits, and must admit, that 
it is wholly dependent on consciousness for its consti- 
tuent elements, and for the rules by which these are 
selected and arranged,—in short, that it is wholly de- 
pendent on consciousness for its knowledge of true and 
false. But, in the second place, it pretends to select a 
part, and to reject a part, of a fact given and guaran- 
teed by consciousness. Now, by what criterion, by 
what standard, can it discriminate the true from the 
false in this fact? This criterion must be either con- 
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sciousness itself, or an instrument different from con- 
sciousness. If it be an instrument different from 
consciousness, what is it? No such instrument has 
ever yet been named,—has ever yet been heard of. If 
it exist, and if it enable us to criticise the data of con- 
sciousness, it must be a higher source of knowledge 
than consciousness, and thus it will replace conscious- 
ness as the first and generative principle of philosophy. 
But of any principle of this character, different from 
consciousness, philosophy is yet in ignorance. [ᾧ re- 
mains unenounced and unknown. It may, therefore, 
be safely assumed not to be. The standard, therefore, 
by which any philosophical theory can profess to regu- 
late its choice among the elements of any fact of con- 
sciousness, must be consciousness itself. Now, mark 
the dilemma. The theory makes consciousness the 
discriminator between what is true and what is false 
in its own testimony. But if consciousness be as- 
sumed to be a mendacious witness in certain parts of 
its evidence, how can it be presumed a veracious wit- 
ness in others? This it cannot be. It must be held 
as false in all, if false in any ; and the philosophical 
theory which starts from this hypothesis, starts from 
a negation of itself in the negation of philosophy in 
general. Again, on the hypothesis that part of the 
deliverance of consciousness is true, part false, how 
can consciousness enable us to distinguish these? This 
has never yet been shown; it is, in fact, inconceivable. 
But, further, how is it discovered that any part of a 
datum of consciousness is false, another true? This 
can only be done if the datum involve a contradiction. 
But if the facts of consciousness be contradictory, 
then is consciousness a principle of falsehood ; and the 
ereatest of conceivable follies would be an attempt 
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to employ such a principle in the discovery of truth. 
And such an act of folly is every philosophical theory 
which, departing from an admission that the data of 
consciousness are false, would still pretend to build out 
of them a system of truth. But, on the other hand, if 
the data of consciousness are not contradictory, and 
consciousness, therefore, not a self-convicted deceiver, 
how is the unapparent falsehood of its evidence to be 
evinced? This is manifestly impossible ; for such 
falsehood is not to be presumed ; and, we have pre- 
viously seen, there is no higher principle by which the 
testimony of consciousness can be canvassed and red- 
argued. Consciousness, therefore, is to be presumed 
veracious ; a philosophical theory which accepts one 
part of the harmonious data of consciousness and re- 
jects another, is manifestly a mere caprice, a chimera 
not worthy of consideration, far less of articulate dis- 
proof. It is ab wnitio null. 

I have been anxious thus again to inculcate upon 
you this view in regard to the relation of Philosophy 
to Consciousness, because it contains a preliminary 
refutation of all those proud and wayward systems 
which,—though they can only pretend to represent 
the truth, inasmuch as they fully and fairly develop 
the revelations vouchsafed to us through conscious- 
ness,—still do, one and all of them, depart from a false 
or partial acceptance of these revelations themselves ; 
and because it affords a clear and simple criterion of 
certainty in our own attempts at philosophical con- 
struction. If it be correct, it sweeps away at once a 
world of metaphysical speculation ; and if it curtail 
the dominions of human reason, it firmly establishes 
our authority over what remains. 

In order still further to evince to you the importance 
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of the precept, (viz., that we must look to consciousness 
and to consciousness alone for the materials and rules 
of philosophy), and to show articulately how all the 
variations of philosophy have been determined by its 
neglect, I will take those facts of consciousness which 
lie at the very root of philosophy, and with which, con- 
sequently, all philosophical systems are necessarily and 
primarily conversant ; and point out how, besides the 
one true doctrine which accepts and simply states the 
fact as given, there are always as many various actual 
theories as there are various possible modes of distort- 
ing or mutilating this fact. I shall commence with 
that great fact to which I have already alluded,—that 
we are immediately conscious in perception of an ego 
and a non-ego, known together, and known in con- 
trast to each other. This is the fact of the Duality of 
Consciousness. It is clear and manifest. When 1 con- 
centrate my attention in the simplest act of percep- 
tion, | return from my observation with the most irre- 
sistible conviction of two facts, or rather two branches 
of the same fact ;—that I am,—and that something 
different from me exists. In this act, I am conscious 
of myself as the perceiving subject, and of an external 
reality as the object perceived; and 1 am conscious of 
both existences in the same indivisible moment of in- 
tuition. The knowledge of the subject does not pre- 
cede, nor follow, the knowledge of the object,—neither 
determines, neither is determined by, the other. 

Such is the fact of perception revealed in conscious- 
ness, and as it determines mankind in general in their 
almost equal assurance of the reality of an external 
world, as of the existence of their own minds. Con- 
sciousness declares our knowledge of material qualities 
to be intuitive or immediate,—not representative or 
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mediate. Nor is the fact, as given, denied even by those 
who disallow its truth. So clear is the deliverance, 
that even the philosophers who reject an intuitive per- 
ception, find it impossible not to admit, that their doc- 
trine stands decidedly opposed to the voice of con- 
sclousness,—to the natural convictions of mankind. 
I may give you some examples of the admission of this 
fact, which it is of the utmost importance to place 
beyond the possibility of doubt. I quote, of course, 
only from those philosophers whose systems are in 
contradiction of the testimony of consciousness, which 
they are forced to admit. I might quote to you con- 
fessions to this effect from Descartes, De Passionibus, 
article 23, and from Malebranche, Recherche, liv. 111. 
c. 1. To these I only refer you. 

The following is from Berkeley, towards the con- 
clusion of the third and last dialogue, in which his 
system of Idealism is established :—“ When Hylas is 
at last entirely converted, he observes to Philonous,— 
‘ After all, the controversy about matter, in the strict 
acceptation of it, lies altogether between you and the 
philosophers, whose principles, I acknowledge, are not 
near so natural, or so agreeable to the common sense 
of mankind, and Holy Scripture, as yours.’ Philonous 
observes in the end,—‘ That he does not pretend to 
be a setter-up of new notions; his endeavours tend 
only to unite, and to place in a clearer light, that 
truth which was before shared between the vulgar 
and the philosophers ; the former being of opinion, 
that those things they immediately perceive are the 
real things; and the latter, that the things imme- 
diately perceived are ideas which exist only in the 
mind; which two things put together do, in effect, 
constitute the substance of what he advances.’ And 
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he concludes by observing,—‘That those principles 
which at first view lead to scepticism, pursued to a 
certain point, bring men back to common sense.’ ἢ“ 

Here you will notice that Berkeley admits that the 
common belief of mankind is, that the things imme- 
diately perceived are not representative objects in the 
mind, but the external realities themselves. Hume, 
in like manner, makes the same confession ; and the 
confession of that sceptical idealist, or sceptical nihilist, 
is of the utmost weight. 

“Tt seems evident that men are carried by a natural 
instinct or prepossession to repose faith in their senses ; 
and that, without any reasoning, or even almost before 
the use of reason, we always suppose an external uni- 
verse, which depends not on our perception, but would 
exist though we and every sensible creature were ab- 
sent or annihilated. Even the animal creation are gov- 
erned by a like opinion, and preserve this belief of exter- 
nal objects in all their thoughts, designs, and actions. 

“Tt seems also evident that, when men follow this 
blind and powerful instinct of nature, they always 
suppose the very images presented by the senses, to 
be the external objects, and never entertain any sus- 
picion that the one are nothing but representations of 
the other. This very table, which we see white, and 
which we feel hard, is believed to exist, independent 
of our perception, and to be something external to our 
mind, which perceives it. Our presence bestows not 
being on it,—our absence does not annihilate it. It 
preserves its existence uniform and entire, indepen- 
dent of the situation of intelligent beings, who per- 
ceive or contemplate it. 

“But this universal and primary opinion of all men 

a See Reid’s Works, p. 284.—Ep. 
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is soon destroyed by the slightest philosophy, which 
teaches us that nothing can ever be present to the 
mind but an image or perception, and that the senses 
are only the inlets through which these images are 
conveyed, without being able to produce any imme- 
diate intercourse between the mind and the object. 
The table, which we see, seems to diminish as we re- 
move farther from it ; but the real table, which exists 
independent of us, suffers no alteration ; it was, there- 
fore, nothing but its image which was present to the 
mind. ‘These are the obvious dictates of reason ; and 
no man who reflects, ever doubted that the existences 
which we consider, when we say, this house and that 
tree, are nothing but perceptions in the mind, and 
fleeting copies or representations of other existences, 
which remain uniform and independent. . . . . 

“Do you follow the instincts and propensities of 
nature, may they say, in assenting to the veracity of 
sense? But these lead you to believe that the very 
perception or sensible image is the external object. 
Do you disclaim this principle, in order to embrace a 
more rational opinion, that the perceptions are only 
representations of something external? You here 
depart from your natural propensities and more obyi- 
ous sentiments ; and yet are not able to satisfy your 
reason, which can never find any convincing argu- 
ment from experience to prove that the perceptions 
are connected with any external objects.”* 

The fact that consciousness does testify to an imme- 
diate knowledge by mind of an object different from 


a Essays, vol. ii pp. 154-155, 156- 370; and the same thing is acknow- 
157 (edit. 1788). Similar confessions ledged by Kant, by Fichte, by Schel- 
are made by Hume in his Treatise of ling, by Tennemann, by Jacobi. Seve- 
Human Nature, vol. i. pp. 330, 338, ral of these testimonies you will find 
358, 358, 361, 369, (original edit.) ;— extracted and translated in a note of 
in a word, you may read from 330 to my Discussions on Philosophy, p. 92. 
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any modification of its own, is thus admitted even by 
those philosophers who still do not hesitate to deny 
the truth of the testimony ; for to say that all men 
do naturally believe in such a knowledge, is only, in 
other words, to say that they believe it upon the 
authority of consciousness. A fact of consciousness, 
and a fact of the common sense of mankind, are only 
various expressions of the same import. We may, 
therefore, lay it down as an undisputed truth, that 
consciousness gives, as an ultimate fact, a primitive 
duality ;—a knowledge of the ego in relation and con- 
trast to the non-ego; and a knowledge of the non- 
ego in relation and contrast to the ego. The ego and 
non-ego are, thus, given in an original synthesis, as 
conjoined in the unity of knowledge, and, in an origi- 
nal antithesis, as opposed in the contrariety of exist- 
ence. In other words, we are conscious of them in an 
indivisible act of knowledge together and at once,— 
but we are conscious of them as, in themselves, differ- 
ent and exclusive of each other. 

Again, consciousness not only gives us a duality, 
but it gives its elements in equal counterpoise and 
independence. The ego and non-ego,—mind and 
matter, are not only given together, but in absolute 
coequality. The one does not precede, the other does 
not follow; and, in their mutual relation, each is 
equally dependent, equally independent. Such is the 
fact as given in and by consciousness. Philosophers 
have not, however, been content to accept the fact in 
its integrity, but have been pleased to accept it only 
under such qualifications as it suited their systems to 
devise. In truth, there are just as many different 
philosophical systems originating in this fact, as it 
admits of various possible modifications. An enume- 
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ration of these modifications, accordingly, affords an LECT. 
enumeration of philosophical theories. 
In the first place, there is the grand division of phi- 1. Those 


who do, and 


losophers into those who do, and those who do not, those who 


as Ν Ἶ 3 do not, ac- 

accept the fact in its integrity.“ Of modern philoso- cept in its 
integrity the 

phers, almost all are comprehended under the latter fact of ihe 


: : Duality of 
category, while of the former, if we do not remount to Conscious- 


the schoolmen and the ancients,—I am only aware of sig 
a single philosopher® before Reid, who did not reject, 
at least in part, the fact as consciousness affords it. 

As it is always expedient to possess a precise Name The former 
for a precise distinction, I would be inclined to deno- einen 
minate those who implicitly acquiesce in the primi- neal 
tive duality as given in consciousness, the Natural *” 
Realists or Natural Dualists, and their doctrine, 
Natural Realism or Natural Dualism. 

In the second place, the philosophers who do not Tre Iatter, 
accept the fact, and the whole fact, may be divided subdivided. 
and subdivided into various classes by various prin- 
ciples of distribution. 

The first subdivision will be taken from the total, or 
partial, rejections of the import of the fact. I have 
previously shown you, that to deny any fact of con- 
sciousness as an actual pheenomenon is utterly impos- 
sible. But, though necessarily admitted as a present 
phenomenon, the import of this phenomenon,—all 
beyond our actual consciousness of its existence,—may 
be denied. We are able, without self-contradiction, 
to suppose, and, consequently, to assert, that all to 
which the phenomenon of which we are conscious 


refers, is a deception,—that, for example, the past, to 


a See the Author’s Suppl. Disser. sequently referred to by Sir W. Hamil- 
to Reid’s Works, Note C.—Ep. ton, as holding a similar doctrine in 

B This philosopher is doubtless a paradoxical form. See below, vol. 
Peter Poiret. John Sergeant is sub- ii. pp. 92, 124.—Eb. 
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which an act of memory refers, is only an illusion 
involved in our consciousness of the present,—that 
the unknown subject to which every phenomenon of 
which we are conscious involves a reference, has no 
reality beyond this reference itself,—in short, that all 
our knowledge of mind or matter, is only a conscious- 
ness of various bundles of baseless appearances. This 
doctrine, as refusing a substantial reality to the phee- 
pnomenal existence of which we are conscious, is called 
Nihilism ; and, consequently, philosophers, as they 
affirm or deny the authority of consciousness in guar- 
anteeing a substratum or substance to the manifesta- 
tions of the ego and non-ego, are divided into Realists 
or Substantialists, and into Nihilists or Non-Substan- 
tialists. Of positive or dogmatic Nibilism there is no 
example in modern philosophy, for Oken’s deduction of 
the universe from the original nothing,*“—-the nothing 
being equivalent to the Absolute or God,—is only the 
paradoxical foundation of a system of realism; and, in 
ancient philosophy, we know too little of the book of 
Gorgias the Sophist, entitled Περὶ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος, ἢ περὶ 
dvoews,’—Concerning Nature or the Non-Eaistent,— 
to be able to affirm whether it were maintained by 
him as a dogmatic and bona fide doctrine. But as a 
sceptical conclusion from the premises of previous phi- 
losophers, we have an illustrious example of Nihilism 
in Hume; and the celebrated Fichte admits that the 
speculative principles of his own idealism would, un- 
less corrected by his practical, terminate in this result.” 


a Lehrbuch der Naturphilosophie, Math., vii. 65.—Ep. 
ὃ 30-48, (ed. 1831). This work has Ύ See a remarkable passage in the 
been translated for the Ray Society Bestimmung des Menschen, p. 174, 
by Tulk. On Oken’s doctrine of Nihil- (Werke, vol. ii. p. 245), translated by 
ism, see also Discussions, pp. 21, 22. Sir W. Hamilton, Reid’s Works, p. 
—Ep. 129.—Eb. 

B See Sextus Empiricus, Adv. 
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The Realists or Substantialists, again, are divided LECT. 
into Dualists, and into Unitarians or Monists, accord- ——— 
ing as they are, or are not, contented with the testi- υἱοὶ ἵν, 
mony of consciousness to the ultimate duplicity of sub- ταὶ pustisis 
ject and object in perception. The Dualists, of whom ΡΝ 
we are now first speaking, are distinguished from the 
Natural Dualists of whom we formerly spoke, in this, 

—that the latter establish the existence of the two 
worlds of mind and matter on the immediate know- 
ledge we possess of both series of phzenomena,—a 
knowledge of which consciousness assures us; whereas 
the former, surrendering the veracity of consciousness 
to our immediate knowledge of material phzenomena, 
and, consequently, our immediate knowledge of the 
existence of matter, still endeavour, by various hypo- 
theses and reasonings, to maintain the existence of an 
unknown external world. As we denominate those 
who maintain a dualism as involved in the fact of 
consciousness, Natural Dualists; so we may style those 
dualists who deny the evidence of consciousness to our 
immediate knowledge of aught beyond the sphere of 
mind, Hypothetical Dualists or Cosmothetic Idealists. 
To the class of Cosmothetic Idealists, the great ma- The majo- 


oe . rity of me- 

jority of modern philosophers are to be referred. De- cei philo- 

: : δ : Sao sophers be- 

nying an immediate or intuitive knowledge of the ex- long to tho 
ormer of 


ternal reality, whose existence they maintain, they, of theseclasses 
course, hold a doctrine of mediate or representative divided τ 
perception ; and, according to the various modifica- ἜΡΙΣ 
tions of that doctrine, they are again subdivided into δέ ναι τ 
in percep- 


those who view, in the immediate object of perception, tion. 
a representative entity present to the mind, but not a 
mere mental modification, and into those who hold 
that the immediate object is only a representative mo- 
dification of the mind itself. It is not always easy to 
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determine to which of these classes some philosophers 
belong. To the former, or class holding the cruder 
hypothesis of representation, certainly belong, the 
followers of Democritus and Epicurus, those Aristo- 
telians who held the vulgar doctrine of species, (Aris- 
totle himself was probably a natural dualist*), and 
in recent times, among many others, Malebranche, 
Berkeley, Clarke, Newton, Abraham Tucker, &c. To 
these is also, but problematically, to be referred Locke. 
To the second, or class holding the finer hypothesis of 
representation, belong, without any doubt, many of 
the Platonists, Leibnitz, Arnauld, Crousaz, Condillac, 
Kant, &c.; and to this class is also probably to be 
referred Descartes.® 

The philosophical Unitarians or Monists, reject the 
testimony of consciousness to the ultimate duality of 
the subject and object in perception, but they arrive 
at the unity of these in different ways. Some admit 
the testimony of consciousness to the equipoise of the 
mental and material phenomena, and do not attempt 
to reduce either mind to matter, or matter to mind. 
They reject, however, the evidence of consciousness to 
their antithesis in existence, and maintain that mind 
and matter are only phenomenal modifications of the 
same common substance. ‘This is the doctrine of Ab- 
solute Identity,—a doctrine of which the most illus- 
trious representatives among recent philosophers are 
Schelling, Hegel, and Cousin. Others again deny the 
evidence of consciousness to the equipoise of the sub- 
ject and object as co-ordinate and co-original elements ; 


a Aristotle’s opinion is doubtful. ledge. See the Author’s Notes, Reid's 
In the De Anima,i.5, he combatsthe Works, pp. 900, 886; and M. St 
theory of Empedocles, that like is Hilaire’s preface to his translation of 
known by like, and appears asa natu- the De Anima, p. 22.—Ep. 
ral realist. But in the Nicomachean B See the Author’s Discussions, p. 
Ethics, vi. 1, he adopts the principle 57 et seg.— Ep. 
of similarity as the basis of all know- 
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and as the balance is inclined in favour of the one Lect. 
relative or the other, two opposite schemes of psycho- — 
logy are determined. If the subject be taken as the 
original and genetic, and the object evolved from it as 2. 1dealists; 
its product, the theory of Idealism is established. On 

the other hand, if the object be assumed as the original 3, Mate. 
and genetic, and the subject evolved from it as its pro-. 
duct, the theory of Materialism is established. 

In regard to these two opposite schemes of a one- How a phi- 
sided philosophy, I would at present make an observa- system is 
tion to which it may be afterwards necessary to recur vente from 
—viz., that a philosophical system is often prevented abnolite ᾿ 
from falling into absolute idealism or absolute mate- absolute, 
rialism, and held in a kind of vacillating equilibrium, 
not in consequence of being based on the fact of con- 
sciousness, but from the circumstance that its mate- 
rialistic tendency in one opinion happens to be coun- 
teracted by its idealistic tendency in another ;—two 
opposite errors, in short, co-operating to the same 
result as one truth. On this ground is to be ex- 
plained why the philosophy of Locke and Condillac 
did not more easily slide into materialism. Deriving 
our whole knowledge, mediately or immediately, from 
the senses, this philosophy seemed destined to be fairly 
analysed into a scheme of materialism ; but from this 
it was for a long time preserved, in consequence of 
involving a doctrine, which, on the other hand, if not 
counteracted, would have naturally carried it over 
into idealism. ‘This was the doctrine of a representa- 
tive perception. The legitimate issue of such a doc- 
trine is now admitted on all hands, to be absolute 
idealism ; and the only ground on which it has been 
latterly thought possible to avoid this conclusion,— 
an appeal to the natural belief of mankind in the 


existence of an external world,—is, as I showed you, 
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incompetent to the hypothetical dualist or cosmothetic 
idealist. In his hands such an appeal is self-contra- 
dictory. For if this universal belief be fairly applied, 
it only proves the existence of an outer world by dis- 
proving the hypothesis of a representative perception. 

To recapitulate what I have now said :—The philo- 
sophical systems concerning the relation of mind 
and matter, are coextensive with the various possible 
modes in which the fact of the Duality of Conscious- 
ness may be accepted or refused. It may be accepted 
either wholly and without reserve, or it may not. 
The former alternative affords the class of Natural 
Realists or Natural Dualists. 

Those, again, who do not accept the fact in its 
absolute integrity, are subdivided in various manners. 
They are, first of all, distinguished into Realists or 
Substantialists, and into Nihilists, as they do, or do 
not, admit a subject, or subjects, to the two opposite 
series of pheenomena which consciousness reveals. The 
former class is again distributed into Hypothetical 
Dualists or Cosmothetic Idealists, and into Unitarians 
or Monists. 

The Hypothetical Dualists or Cosmothetic Idealists, 
are divided, according to their different theories of the 
representation in perception, into those who view in 
the object immediately perceived, a tertiwm quid dif- 
ferent both from the external reality and from the 
conscious mind, and into those who identify this 
object with a modification of the mind itself. 

The Unitarians or Monists fall into two classes, as 
they do, or do not, preserve the equilibrium of sub- 
ject and object. If, admitting the equilibrium of these, 
they deny the reality of their opposition, the system 
of Absolute Identity emerges, which carries thought 
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and extension, mind and matter, up into modes of LECT. 
the same common substance. — 

It would be turning aside from my present purpose, 
were I to attempt any articulate refutation of these 
various systems. What I have now in view is to 
exhibit to you how, the moment that the fact of con- 
sciousness in its absolute integrity is surrendered, 
philosophy at once falls from unity and truth into 
variety and error. In reality, by the very act of 
refusing any one datum of consciousness, philosophy 
invalidates the whole credibility of consciousness, and, 
consciousness ruined as an instrument, philosophy 
is extinct. Thus, the refusal of philosophers to accept 
the fact of the duality of consciousness, 15 virtually an 
act of philosophical suicide. Their various systems 
are now only so many empty spectres,—so many 
enchanted corpses, which the first exorcism of the 
sceptic reduces to their natural nothingness. The 
mutual polemic of these systems is like the warfare of 
shadows; as the heroes in Valhalla, they hew each 
other into pieces, only in a twinkling to be reunited, 
and again to amuse themselves in other bloodless and 
indecisive contests.* 

Having now given you a general view of the various Hypotheses 


proposed in 


systems οὗ philosophy, in their mutual relations, as regard to 


the mode of 


founded on the great fact of the Duality of Conscious- intercourse 
ness, [ proceed, in subordination to this fact, to give Mind and 
you a brief account of certain famous hy ἤθη Ὁ. He 
which it is necessary for you to know,—hypotheses 
proposed in solution of the problem of how inter- 
course of substances so opposite as mind and body 


could be accomplished. These hypotheses, of course, 


a This simile is taken from Kant, (edit. 1799).—Eb. 
Kritik der reinen Vernunfi, p. 784, 
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belong exclusively to the doctrine of Dualism, for in 
the Unitarian system the difficulty is resolved by the 
annihilation of the opposition, and the reduction of 
the two substances to one. The hypotheses I allude 
to, are known under the names, 1°, Of the system of 
Assistance or of Occasional Causes; 2°, Of the Pre- 
established Harmony ; 3°, Of the Plastic Medium ; 
and, 4°, Of Physical Influence. The first belongs to 
Descartes, De la Forge, Malebranche, and the Car- 
tesians in general; the second to Leibnitz and Wolf, 
though not universally adopted by their school ; the 
third was an ancient opinion revived in modern times 
by Cudworth and Leclerc;* the fourth is the common 
doctrine of the Schoolmen, and, though not explicitly 
enounced, that generally prevalent at present ;—among 
modern philosophers, it has been expounded with great 
perspicuity by Euler.6 We shall take these in their 
order. 

The hypothesis of Divine Assistance or of Occa- 
sional Causes, sets out from the apparent impossibi- 
lity involved in Dualism of any actual communication 
between a spiritual and a material substance,—that 1s, 
between extended and non-extended existences ; and 
it terminates in the assertion, that the Deity, on 
occasion of the affections of matter—of the motions 
in the bodily organism, excites in the mind corre- 
spondent thoughts and representations ; and, on occa- 
sion of thoughts or representations arising in the 
mind, that He, in like manner, produces the corre- 
spondent movements in the body. But more explicitly: 
—“God, according to the advocates of this scheme,— 


a Cudworth, Intellectual System of sur la Principe de Vie,—Opera, edit. 
the Universe, b.i.c. 111. 8 37. Leclerc, Erdmann, p. 429.—Ep. 
Bibliotheque Choisie, vol. ii. p. 107 et B Lettres ἃ une Princesse εἰ Alle- 
seg. See also Leibnitz, Considérations magne,part ii. let.14,ed. Cournot.—Ep, 
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governs the universe, and its constituent existences, 
by the laws according to which He has created them ; 
and as the world was originally called into being by 
a mere fiat of the divine will, so it owes the continu- 
ance of its existence from moment to moment only 
to the unremitted perseverance of the same volition. 
Let the sustaining energy of the divine will cease but 
for an instant, and the universe lapses into nothing- 
ness. The existence of created things is thus exclu- 
sively maintained by a creation, as it were, incessantly 
renewed. God is, thus, the necessary cause of every 
modification of body, and of every modification of 
mind ; and his efficiency is sufficient to afford an ex- 
planation of the union and intercourse of extended 
and unextended substances. 

“ External objects determine certain movements in 
our bodily organs of sense, and these movements are, 
by the nerves and animal spirits, propagated to the 
brain. The brain does not act immediately and really 
upon the soul; the soul has no direct cognisance of 
any modification of the brain ; this is impossible. It 
is God himself who, by a law which he has established 
when movements are determined in the brain, pro- 
duces analogous modifications in the conscious mind. 
In like manner, suppose the mind has a volition to 
move the arm; this volition is, of itself, inefficacious ; 
but God, in virtue of the same law, causes the answer- 
ing motion in our limb. The body is not, therefore, 
the real cause of the mental modifications; nor the 
mind the real cause of the bodily movements. Never- 
theless, as the soul would not be modified without the 
antecedent changes in the body, nor the body moved 
without the antecedent determination of the soul,— 
these changes and determinations are in a certain sort 
necessary. But this necessity is not absolute; it is 
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only hypothetical or conditional. The organic changes, 
and the mental determinations, are nothing but simple 
conditions, and not real causes; in short, they are 
occasions, or occasional causes.”“* This doctrine of 
occasional causes is called, likewise, the Hypothesis of 
Assistance, as supposing the immediate co-operation 
or intervention of the Deity. It is involved in the 
Cartesian theory, and, therefore, belongs to Descartes ; 
but it was fully evolved by De la Forge, Malebranche, 
and other followers of Descartes. It may, however, 
be traced far higher. I find it first explicitly, and in 
all its extent, maintained in the commencement of the 
twelfth century by Algazel,” or Elgazah, of Bagdad, 
surnamed the Imaun of the world ;—from him it 
passed to the schools of the West, and many of the 
most illustrious philosophers of the middle ages main- 
tained that God is the only real agent in the uni- 
verse.2 To this doctrine Dr Reid inclines,* and it is 
expressly maintained by Mr Stewart.‘ 

This hypothesis did not satisfy Leibnitz. “He re- 
proaches the Cartesians with converting the universe 
into a perpetual miracle, and of explaining the natural, 
by a supernatural, order. This would annihilate philo- 
sophy ; for philosophy consists in the investigation 


a [Laromiguiére, Legons de Philo- 
sophie, tom. 11. p. 255-6.] 

B See Descartes, Principia, part ii. 
§ 36. Dela Forge, Traité de 0 Esprit 
de Homme, ec. Malebranche, 
Recherche de la Vérité, lib. vi. part 11. 
c. 8; Entretiens sur la Metaphysique, 
Ent. vii—Ep. 

y In his Destructio Philosophorum, 
now only known through the refuta- 
tion of it by Averroes, called Destrue- 
tio Destructionis, preserved in a bar- 
barous Latin translation, in the ninth 
volume of Aristotle’s Works, Venice, 
1550. <A full account of this treatise 


XVI. 


is given in Tennemann’s Geschichte 
der Philosophie, vol. viii. p. 887 et seq. 
See also Degerando, /istoire Com- 
parée, vol. iv. p. 226.—Ep. 

5 Averroes, J. ὁ. p. 56: “ Agens 
combustionis creavit nigredinem in 
stuppa et combustionem in partibus 
ejus, et posuit eam combustam et 
cinerem, et est Deus gloriosus medi- 
antibus angelis, aut immediate.” See 
Tennemann, J. 6. p. 405.—Ep. 

ε See Works, pp. 257, 527.—Ep. 

ζ See Works, vol. ii. pp. 97, 476— 
479; vol. iii. pp. 230, 248, 389—391. 
—Eb. 
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and discovery of the second causes which produce the 
various phenomena of the universe.“ You degrade 
the Divinity, he subjoined ;—you make him act like 
a watchmaker, who, having constructed a timepiece, 
would still be obliged himself to turn the hands, to 
make it mark the hours. <A skilful mechanist would 
so frame his clock that it would go for a certain 
period without assistance or interposition. So when 
God created man, he disposed his organs and faculties 
in such a manner that they are able of themselves 
to execute their functions and maintain their activity 
from birth to death.” 

Leibnitz thought he had devised a more philosophi- 
cal scheme, in the hypothesis of the pre-established or 
predetermined Harmony, (Systema Harmonie Pre- 
stabilite vel Predeterminate.) This hypothesis denies 
all real connection, not only between spiritual and 
material substances, but between substances in gene- 
ral; and explains their apparent communion from a 
previously decreed coarrangement of the Supreme 


Being, in the following manner :—“ God, before creat-: 


ing souls and bodies, knew all these souls and bodies ; 
he knew also all possible souls and bodies.” Now, in 
this infinite variety of possible souls and bodies, it 
was necessary that there should be souls whose series 
of perceptions and determinations would correspond 
to the series of movements which some of these pos- 
sible bodies would execute ; for in an infinite number 
of souls, and in an infinite number of bodies, there 
would be found all possible combinations. Now, sup- 


a Systeme Nouveaw de la Nature, Erdmann, p. 134.—Ep. 
$13. Opera, ed. Erdmann, p. 187. Cf. y Systeme Nouveau de la Nature, 


Théodicée, § 61. Opera, p. 520.— 8114. Théodicée, ὃ 62. These pas- 
Ep. sages contain the substance of the 


B [Laromiguiére, Legons, 11. 256-7] remarks in the text, but not the 
Troisiéme Eclaircissement. Opera,ed. words.—Ep. 
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LEcT. pose that, out of a soul whose series of modifications 

me corresponded exactly to the series of modifications 
which a certain body was destined to perform, and of 
this body whose successive movements were corre- 
spondent to the successive modifications of this soul, 
God should make a man,—it is evident, that between 
the two substances which constitute this man, there 
would subsist the most perfect harmony. It is, thus, 
no longer necessary to devise theories to account for 
the reciprocal intercourse of the material and the spir- 
itual substances. These have no communication, no 
mutual influence. The soul passes from one state, 
from one perception, to another, by virtue of its own 
nature. The body executes the series of its move- 
ments without any participation or interference of the 
soul in these. The soul and body are like two clocks 
accurately regulated, which point to the same hour 
and minute, although the spring which gives motion 
to the one is not the spring which gives motion to the 
other.“ Thus the harmony which appears to combine 
the soul and body is, however, independent of any re- 
ciprocal action. This harmony was established before 
the creation of man; and hence it is called the pre- 
established or predetermined harmony.” 

It is needless to attempt a refutation of this hypo- 
thesis, which its author himself probably regarded more 
as a specimen of ingenuity than as a serious doctrine. 

3 Plate 186 third hypothesis is that of the Plastic Medium 
Medium. etween soul and body. “This medium participates of 
the two natures; it is partly material, partly spiritual. 
As material, it can be acted on by the body; and as 
spiritual, it can act upon the mind. It is the mid- 


a Troisiéme Eclaircissement. Opera, B 
2 


[Laromiguitre, Legons, tom, ii. 
edit. Erdmann, p. 1385.—Ep. p- : 


57- 
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dle term of a continuous proportion. It is a bridge 
thrown over the abyss which separates matter from 
spirit. This hypothesis is too absurd for refutation ; 
it annihilates itself. Between an extended and unex- 
tended substance, there can be no middle existence ; 
[these being not simply different in degree, but contra- 
dictory.] If the medium be neither body nor soul, it 
is a chimera; if it is at once body and soul, it is con- 
tradictory ; or if, to avoid the contradiction, it is said 
to be, like us, the union of soul and body, it is itself 
in want of a medium.’® 

The fourth hypothesis is that of Physical Influence, 
(Influcus Physicus). “On this doctrine, external ob- 
jects affect our senses, and the organic motion they 
determine is communicated to the brain. ‘The brain 
acts upon the soul, and the soul has an idea,—a per- 
ception. The mind thus possessed of a perception 
or idea, is affected for good or ill. If it suffers, it 
seeks to be relieved of pain. It acts in its turn upon 
the brain, in which it causes a movement in the ner- 
vous system; the nervous system causes a muscular 
motion in the limbs,—a motion directed to remove or 
avoid the object which occasions the sensation of pain. 

“The brain is the seat of the soul, and, on this hypo- 
thesis, the soul has been compared to a spider seated 
in the centre of its web. The moment the least 
agitation is caused at the extremity of this web, the 
insect is advertised and put upon the watch. In like 
manner, the mind situated in the brain has a point 
on which all the nervous filaments converge ; it 15 in- 
formed of what passes at the different parts of the 
body ; and forthwith it takes its measures accordingly. 
The body thus acts with a real efficiency on the mind, 

a [Laromiguiére, Legons, tom. 11. p. 253-4. 
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LECT. and the mind acts with a real efficiency upon the body. 
This action or influence being real,—physical,—in the 
course of nature,—the body exerts a physical influence 
upon the soul, the soul a physical influence upon the 
body. 

“This system is simple, but it affords us no help in 
explaining the mysterious union of an extended and 
an unextended substance. 


‘Tangere enim et tangi nisi corpus nulla potest res.’ * 


Nothing can touch and be touched but what is ex- 
tended ; and if the soul be unextended, it can have 
no connection by touch with the body, and the physi- 
cal influence is inconceivable or contradictory.” 
Historical If we consider these hypotheses in relation to their 
thee ty. historical manifestation, —the doctrine of Physical 
Pivaeat Lnfluence would stand first ; for this doctrine, which 
iat was only formally developed into system by the later 
Peripatetics, was that prevalent in the earlier schools 
of Greece. The Aristotelians, who held that the soul 
was the substantial form,—the vital principle, of the 
body, that the soul was all in the whole and all in 
every part of the body, naturally allowed a reciprocal 
influence of these. By influence, (in Latin influxus), 
you are to understand the relation of a cause to its 
effect ; and the term, now adopted into every vulgar 
language of Europe, was brought into use principally 
by the authority of Suarez, a Spanish Jesuit, who 
flourished at the close of the sixteenth and beginning 
of the seventeenth centuries, and one of the most 
illustrious metaphysicians of modern times. By him 
a cause is defined, Principium per se influens esse in 


a Lucretius, i. 305.—KD. B [Laromiguiére, Zecons, tom. ii. p. 
251-3.] 
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aliud.” This definition, however, and the use of the 
metaphysical term ¢nfluence, (for it is nothing more), 
are not, as 1s supposed, original with him. ‘They are 
to be found in the pseudo-Aristotelic treatise De 
Causis. This is a translation from the Arabic, but 
a. translation made many centuries before Suarez.° 
But this by the way. 

The second hypothesis in chronological order, is 
that of the Plastic Medium. It is to be traced to 
Plato. That philosopher, in illustrating the relation 
of the two constituents of man, says that the soul is 
in the body like a sailor in a ship; that the soul em- 
ploys the body as its instrument; but that the energy, 
or life and sense of the body, is the manifestation of 
a different substance,—of a substance which holds a 
kind of intermediate existence between mind and 
matter. This conjecture, which Plato only obscurely 
hinted at, was elaborated with peculiar partiality by 
his followers of the Alexandrian school, and, in their 
psychology, the oyos, or vehicle of the soul,—the me- 
dium through which it is united to the body,—is 
a prominent element and distinctive principle.” To 


a Disputationes Metaphysice, Disp. σῶμα ἔδοσαν x.T.A. This passage, as 


xii., § ii, 4 Ep. 

B The Libellus de Causis is printed 
in a Latin version made froma Hebrew 
one, in the seventh volume of the 
Latin edition of Aristotle’s Works, 
Venice, 1550, f. 144. It has been 
attributed to Aristotle, to Avempace, 
to Alfarabi, and to Proclus. The 
above definition does not occur in it 
verbatim, though it may be gathered 
in substance from Prop. I.— Ep. 

vy The passage referred to in Plato 
is probably Zimeus, p. 69: Οἱ δὲ 
μιμούμενοι παραλαβόντες ἀρχὴν ψυχῆς 
ἀθάνατον, τὸ μετὰ τοῦτο θνητὸν σῶμα 
αὐτῇ περιετόρνευσαν ὄχημά τε πᾶν τὸ 


well as the simile of the chariot in 
the Phadrus, p. 246, were interpreted 
in this sense by the later Platonists. 
See Ficinus, Zheologia Platonica, lib. 
xvill. c. 4: “ Ex quo sequitur ration- 
ales animas tanquam medias tales esse 
debere, ut virtute quidem semper 
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Plastie 
Medium, 
second, 


separabiles sint,..... actu autem ~ 


sint semper conjuncte, quia familiare 
corpus nanciscuntur ex ethere, quod 
servant per immortalitatem propriam 
immortale, quod Plato currum tum 
deorum tum animarum vocat in Phee- 
dro, vehiculum in Timeo.” The ship 
is more definitely expressed by Maxi- 
mus Tyrius, Diss, xi. € (referred to by 
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this opinion St Austin,” among other Christian fathers, 
was inclined, and, in modern times, it has been re- 
vived and modified by Gassendi,® Cudworth,” and 
Le Clerc.® 

Descartes agrees with the Platonists in opposition 
to the Aristotelians, that the soul is not the substan- 
tial form of the body, but is connected with it only 
at a single point in the brain,—viz. the pineal gland. 


The pineal gland, he supposes, is the central point at 


‘which the organic movements of the body terminate, 


when conveying to the mind the determinations to 
voluntary motion.“ But Descartes did not allow, 
like the Platonists, any intermediate or connecting 
substance. The nature of the connection he himself 
does not very explicitly state ;—but his disciples have 
evolved the hypothesis, already explained, of Occa- 
sional Causes, in which God is the connecting prin- 
ciple-—an. hypothesis at least implicitly contained in 
his philosophy.‘ 

Finally, Leibnitz and Wolf agree with the Carte- 
sians, that there is no real, but only an apparent in- 
tercourse between mind and body. ‘To explain this 
apparent intercourse, they do not, however, resort to 


β Gassendi, in his Physica, divides 
the human soul into two parts, the 


Stallbaum, on the Timeus, l. ¢.): 
Οὐχ dpas καὶ τὸν ἐν TH θαλάττῃ πλοῦν, 


ἔνθα ὁ μὲν κυβερνήτης ἄρχει, ὧς ψυχὴ 
σώματος, ἣ δὲ ναῦς ἄρχεται, ὡς ὑπὸ 
ψυχῆς σῶμα. Cf. also Proclus, Jnst. 
Theol., c. 206 et seq. ; Cudworth, Jntel- 
lectual System, b.i.c.v.§ 3. Platner, 
Phil. Aphorismen, i. p. 627.—ED. 

a St Augustin seems to have adopt- 
ed the ancient and Platonic dogma 
that matter (ὕλη) is incorporeal (ἀσώ- 
ματος.) He regarded matter as “ quid- 
dam inter formatum et nihil, nec 
formatum nec nihil, informe prope 
nihil.” Confessions, lib, xii. c. vii— ED. 


one rational and incorporeal, the other 
corporeal, including the nutritive and 
sensitive faculties. The latter he re- 
gards as the medium of connection 
between the rational soul and the 
body. See Opera, vol. ii. p. 256 (ed. 
1658).— Ep. 

Ύ See above, p. 300, note a.—Ep. 

5 See above, p. 300, note a.—ED. 

e De Passionibus Anime, art. 31, 
32. De Homine, art 63.—Ep, 

¢ See above, p. 302, note 8.—Ep, 
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the continual assistance or interposition of the Deity, LECT. 
but have recourse to the supposition of a harmony be- 
tween mind and body, established before the creation 

of either.“ 

All these theories are unphilosophical, because they Bie σα, 

all attempt to establish something beyond the sphere nooo 
of observation, and, consequently, beyond the sphere 
of genuine philosophy; and because they are either, 
like the Cartesian and Leibnitzian theories, contradic- 
tions of the fact of consciousness; or, like the two 
other hypotheses, at variance with the facts which 
they suppose. What St Austin so admirably says of 
the substance, either of mind or of body,—“ Mate- 
riam spiritumque cognoscendo ignorari et ignorando 
cognosci,”8—I would exhort you to adopt as your 
opinion in regard to the union of these two existences. 
In short, in the words of Pascal,’ “Man is to him- 
self the mightiest prodigy of nature ; for he is unable 
to conceive what is body, still less what is mind, but 
least of all is he able to conceive how a body can be 
united to a mind; yet this is his proper being.” A 
contented ignorance is, indeed, wiser than a presump- 
tuous knowledge; but this is a lesson which seems 
the last that philosophers are willing to learn. In 
the words of one of the acutest of modern thinkers®— 
“ Magna immo maxima pars sapientice est, queedam 
gequo animo nescire velle.” 


a [On these hypotheses in general, y Pensées, partie i. art. vi., 26. Vol. 
see Zedler’s Lewicon, v. Seele, p. 1098 11. p. 74, edit. Faugére.— Ep, 
et seq.] 6 Julius Cesar Scaliger. The pas- 


B Confessions, xii. 5. See ante, p. sage is quoted more correctly in the 
139.—Ep. Author’s Discussions, Ὁ. 640.— Ep, 
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LECTURE XVII. 


CONSCIOUSNESS, GENERAL PHA NOMENA,—ARE WE 
ALWAYS CONSCIOUSLY ACTIVE 4 


tect, THE second General Fact of Consciousness which we 
_<Y* shall consider, and out of which several questions of 
Parvo ereat interest arise, is the fact, or correlative facts, of 
Mind. the Activity and Passivity of Mind. 
Nowure There is no pure activity, no pure passivity in 
vasivitym Creation, All things in the universe of nature are 
seations reciprocally in a state of continual action and counter- 
action; they are always active and passive at once. 
God alone must be thought of as a being active with- 
out any mixture of passivity, as his activity is sub- 
jected to no limitation. But precisely because it is 
unlimited, is it for us wholly incomprehensible. 
Activityand Activity and passivity are not, therefore, in the 
always on- Manifestations of mind, distinct and independent phee- 


joined in the 


manifesta’ NOomena. ‘This is a great, though a common, error. 
πα They are always conjoined. There is no operation of 
mind which is purely active; no affection which is 
purely passive. In every mental modification, action 
and passion are the two necessary elements or factors 
of which it is composed. But though both are always 
present, each is not, however, always present in equal 
quantity. Sometimes the one constituent preponde- 
rates, sometimes the other; and it is from the pre- 
ponderance of the active element in some modifica- 


tions, of the passive element in others, that we dis- 
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tinguish these modifications by different names, and Lect. 
consider them as activities or passivities according as ete 
they approximate to one or other of the two factors. 

Thus faculty, operation, energy, are words that we 
employ to designate the manifestations in which 
activity is predominant. Laculty denotes an active 
power ; action, operation, energy, denote its present 
exertion. On the other hand, capacity expresses a 
passive power; affection, passion, express a present 
suffermg. The terms mode, modification, state, may 

be used indifferently to signify both phenomena ; 

but it must be acknowledged that these, especially the 

word state, are now closely associated with the pas- 
sivity of mind, which they, therefore, tend rather to 
suggest. The passivity of mind is expressed by 
another term, receptivity; for passivity is only the 
condition, the necessary antecedent of activity,—only 

the property possessed by the mind of standing in 
relation to certain foreign causes,—of receiving from 

them impressions, determinations to act. 

It is to be observed, that we are never directly con- Weare 
scious of passivity. Consciousness only commences lg Ἢ 
with, is only cognisant of, the reaction consequent ae 
upon the foreign determination to act, and this re- 
action is not itself passive. In so far, therefore, as 
we are conscious, we are active; whether there may 
be a mental activity of which we are not conscious, 1s 
another question.“ 

There are certain arduous problems connected with 
the activity of mind, which will be more appropriately 
considered in a subsequent part of the course, when 
we come to speak of the Inferences from the Phzeno- 
menology of Mind, or of Metaphysics Proper. At 
present, I shall only treat of those questions which 


a See below, Lect. xviii. p. 338.—Ep. 
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LECT. are conversant about the immediate phzenomena of 
——— activity. Of these, the first that I shall consider is 


one of considerable interest, and which, though vari- 
a ously determined by different philosophers, does not 
tion, Are seem to lie beyond the sphere of observation. [ al- 


we always 


consciously lude to the question, Whether we are always con- 


. active? 


raised.  Sclously active ? 
Distinguishs It is evident that this question is not convertible 
Baer ee with the question, Have we always a memory of our 
sai consciousness ?—for the latter problem must be at 
once answered in the negative. It is also evident, that 
we must exclude the consideration of those states in 
which the mind is apparently without consciousness, 
but in regard to which, in reality, we can obtain no 
information from experiment. Concerning these we 
must be contented to remain in ignorance ; at least 
only to extend to them the analogical conclusions 
which our observations on those within the sphere of 
experiment warrant us inferring. Our question, as 
one of possible solution, must, therefore, be limited to 
the states of sleep and somnambulism, to the exclusion 
of those states of insensibility which we cannot ter- 
minate suddenly at will. It is hardly necessary to 
observe, that with the nature of sleep and somnam- 
bulism as psychological pheenomena, we have at pre- 
sent nothing to do; our consideration is now strictly 
limited to the inquiry, Whether the mind, in as far as 
we can make it matter of observation, is always in a 
Treatment State of conscious activity. The general problem in 
of the ques- ie 
tion by phi Fegard to the ceaseless activity of the mind has been 
morte One agitated from very ancient times, but it has also 
been one on which philosophers have pronounced less 
Plato and On grounds of experience than of theory. Plato and 
wwe” the Platonists were unanimous in maintaining the 


continual energy of intellect. The opinion of Aris- 
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totle appears doubtful, and passages may be quoted ect. 
from his works in favour of either alternative. The —~ 
Aristotelians, in general, were opposed, but a consider- 
able number were favourable, to the Platonic doctrine. 
This doctrine was adopted by Cicero and St Augustin. Cicero and 
“Nunquam animus,” says the former, “cogitatione et reel 
motu vacuus esse potest.” “Ad quid menti,” says | 
the latter, “ preeceptum est, ut se ipsam cognoscat, 
nisi ut semper vivat, et semper sit in actu.”® The 
question, however, obtained its principal importance 
in the philosophy of Descartes. That philosopher Descartes. 
made the essence, the very existence, of the soul to 
consist in actual thought,” under which he included 
even the desires and feelings; and thought he defined 
all of which we are conscious.° The assertion, there- 
fore, of Descartes, that the mind always thinks, is, 
in his employment of language, tantamount to the 
assertion that the mind is always conscious. 

That the mind is always conscious, though a funda- 
mental position of the Cartesian doctrine, was rather 
assumed, than proved by an appeal to fact and experi- 
ence. All is theoretical in Descartes; all is theoreti- 
cal in his disciples. Hven Malebranche assumes our 
consciousness in sleep, and explains our oblivion only 
by a mechanical hypothesis.“ It was, therefore, easy 


Aristotle 
and the 
Aristote- 
lians. 


Male- 


branche, 


a De Divinatione, ii. 62: ‘ Natu- 
ram eam dico, qua nunquam animus 


cogitet, et secundum naturam suam 
vivat.” Butin the De Anima et ejus 


insistens, agitatione et motu esse va- 
cuus potest.”—Ep. 

B Eugenios, Ψυχολογία, p. 129.— 
[Book iii. of his Στοιχεῖα τῆς Mera- 
φυσικῆς, (edit. 1805). The reference 
in Eugenios is to De T'rinitate, lib. x. 
c. v., where a passage occurs, resem- 
bling in words the one quoted in the 
text, but hardly supporting the doc- 
trine in question. It is as follows: 
“Ut quid ergo ei praeceptum est, ut se 
ipsam cognoscat ? Credo ut se ipsam 


Origine, lib. iv. c. vi. § 7,—Opera, t. x. 
p- 391, (edit. Benedict), occurs the 
following explicit statement: “Sicut 
motus non cessat in corde, unde se 
pulsus diffundit usquequaque ven- 
arum, ita non quiescimus aliquid co- 
gitando versare.”— Ep.] 

y Principia, part i. ὃ 58.—Eb. 

ὃ Principia, part i. ὃ 9.—Ep. 

e Recherche de la Vérité, lib. iii, 
c. 2.—Ep. 
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for Locke to deny the truth of the Cartesian opinion, 
and to give a strong semblance of probability to his 
own doctrine by its apparent conformity with the 
phenomena. Omitting a good deal of what is either 
irrelevant to the general question, or what is now 
admitted to be false, as founded on his erroneous doc- 
trine of personal identity, the following is the sum of 
Locke’s argument upon the point. “It is an opinion,” 
he says,” “that the soul always thinks, and that it has 
the actual perception of ideas in itself constantly, as 
long as it exists; and that actual thinking is as in- 
separable from the soul, as actual extension is from 
the body ; which, if true, to inquire after the begin- 
ning of a man’s ideas, is the same as to inquire after 
the beginning of his soul. For by this account, soul 
and its ideas, as body and its extension, will begin to 
exist both at the same time. 

“ But whether the soul be supposed to exist ante- 
cedent to, or coeval with, or some time after, the first 
rudiments, or organisation, or the beginnings of life in 
the body, I leave to be disputed by those who have 
better thought of that matter. I confess myself to 
have one of those dull souls that doth not perceive 
itself always to contemplate ideas ; nor can conceive 
it any more necessary for the soul always to think 
than for the body always to move: the perception of 
ideas being (as I conceive) to the soul, what motion 
is to the body ; not its essence, but one of its opera- 
tions. And, therefore, though thinking be supposed 
ever so much the proper action of the soul, yet it is 
not necessary to suppose that it should be always 
thinking, always in action. That perhaps is the privi- 
lege of the infinite Author and Preserver of things, 
who never slumbers nor sleeps ; but is not competent 


a Essay, book 11. chap. i., §§ 9, 10, 14 et seq. 


LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 315 


to any finite being, at least not to the soul of man. 
We know certainly by experience that we sometimes 
think, and thence draw this infallible consequence, 
that there is something in us that has a power to 
think : but whether that substance perpetually thinks 
or no, we can be no further assured than experience 
informs us. For to say that actual thinking is es- 
sential to the soul and inseparable from it, is to beg 
what is in question, and not to prove it by reason ; 
which is necessary to be done if it be not a self- 
evident proposition. But whether this, ‘that the soul 
always thinks,’ be a self-evident proposition, that 
everybody assents to at first hearing, I appeal to 
mankind. It is doubted whether I thought all last 
night or no; the question being about a matter of 
fact, it is begoing it to bring as a proof for it an 
hypothesis which is the very thing in dispute ; by 
which way one may prove anything ; and it is but 
supposing that all watches, whilst the balance beats, 
think ; and it is sufficiently proved, and past doubt, 
that my watch thought all last night. But he that 
would not deceive himself, ought to build his hypo- 
thesis on matter of fact, and make it out by sensible 
experience, and not presume on matter of fact, be- 
cause of his hypothesis ; that is, because he supposes 
it to be so; which way of proving amounts to this, 
that I must necessarily think all last night because 
another supposes I always think, though I myself 
cannot perceive that I always do so”... . “It will 
perhaps be said that ‘the soul thinks even in the 
soundest sleep, but the memory retains it not.’ That 
the soul in a sleeping man should be this moment 
busy a-thinking, and the next moment in a waking 
man not remember nor be able to recollect one jot of 
all those thoughts, is very hard to be conceived, and 
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would need some better proof than bare assertion to 
make it be believed. For who can, without any more 
ado but being barely told so, imagine that the greatest 
part of men do, during all their lives for several hours 
every day, think of something which, if they were 
asked even in the middle of these thoughts, they could 
remember nothing at all of 2 Most men, I think, pass 
a great part of their sleep without dreaming. I once 
knew a man that was bred a scholar and had no bad 
memory, who told me he had never dreamed in his 
life till he had that fever he was then newly recovered 
of, which was about the five or six and twentieth year 
of his age. I suppose the world affords more such 
instances ; at least every one’s acquaintance will fur- 
nish him with examples enough of such as pass most 
of their nights without dreaming.” . . . . And again, 
“If they say that a man is always conscious to 
himself of thinking ; I ask how they know it? ‘Con- 
sciousness is the perception of what passes in a man’s 
own mind. Can another man perceive that I am con- 
scious of anything, when I perceive it not myself?’ 
No man’s knowledge here can go beyond his experi- 
ence. Wake a man out of a sound sleep, and ask him 
what he was that moment thinking on. If he himself 
be conscious of nothing he then thought on, he must 
be a notable diviner of thoughts that can assure him 
that he was thinking : may he not with more reason 
assure him he was not asleep? This is something be- 
yond philosophy ; and it cannot be less than revela- 
tion that discovers to another thoughts in my mind 
when 1 can find none there myself; and they must 
needs have a penetrating sight who can certainly see 
what I think when I cannot perceive it myself, and 
when I declare that I do not. This some may think 
to be a step beyond the Rosicrucians, it being easier 
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to make one’s self invisible to others, than to make 
another’s thoughts visible to one which are not visible 
to himself. But it is but defining the soul to be ‘a 
substance that always thinks, and the business 18 
done. If such definition be of any authority, I know 
not what it can serve for, but to make many men 
suspect that they have no souls at all, since they find 
a good part of their lives pass away without thinking. 
For no definitions that I know, no suppositions of any 
sect, are of force enough to destroy constant experi- 
ence; and perhaps it is the affectation of knowing 
beyond what we perceive that makes so much useless 
dispute and noise in the world.” 

This decision of Locke was rejected by Leibnitz in 
the New Essays on the Human Understanding,” the 
great work in which he canvassed from beginning to 
end the Essay, under the same title, of the English 
philosopher. He observes, in reply to the supposition 
that continual consciousness is an attribute of Him 
‘who neither slumbereth nor sleepeth,’ “ that this af- 
fords no inference that in sleep we are wholly without 
perception.” To the remark, “that it is difficult to 
conceive, that a being can think and not be conscious 
of thought,” he replies, “ that in this hes the whole 
knot and difficulty of the matter. But this 15 not in- 
soluble.” “We must observe,” he says, “that we think 
of a multitude of things at once, but take heed only 
of those thoughts that are the more prominent. Nor 
could it be otherwise. For were we to take heed of 
everything, it would be necessary to attend to an infin- 
ity of matters at the same moment, all of which make 
an effectual impression on the senses. Nay, I assert 
that there remains always something of all our past 
thoughts,—that none is ever entirely effaced. Now, 
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when we sleep without dreaming, and when stunned 
by a blow or other accident, there are formed in us 
an affinity of small confused perceptions.” And again 
he remarks: “That even when we sleep without dream- 
ing, there is always some feeble perception. The act 
of awakening, indeed, shows this : and the more easily 
we are roused, the clearer is the perception we have 
of what passes without, although this perception is 
not always strong enough to cause us to awake.” 

Now, in all this it will be observed, that Leibnitz 
does not precisely answer the question we have 
mooted. He maintains that the mind is never with- 
out perceptions, but, as he holds that perceptions exist 
without consciousness, he cannot, though he opposes 
Locke, be considered as affirming that the mind is 
never without consciousness during sleep,—in short, 
does always dream. The doctrine of Wolf on this 
point is the same with that of his master,* though the 
Nouveaux Essais of Leibnitz were not published till 
long after the death of Wolf. 

But if Leibnitz cannot be adduced as categorically 
asserting that there is no sleep without its dream, 
this cannot be said of Kant. That great thinker dis- 
tinctly maintains that we always dream when asleep; 
that to cease to dream would be to cease to live; and 
that those who fancy they have not dreamt have only 
forgotten their dream.? This is all that the manual 
of Anthropology, published by himself, contains upon 
the question ; but in a manuscript in my possession, 
which bears to be a work of Kant, but is probably 
only a compilation from notes taken at his lectures 
on Anthropology, it is further stated that we can 
dream more in a minute than we can act during a 
day, and that the great rapidity of the train of 


a Psychologia Rationalis, § 59.—Ep. B Anthropologie, §§ 30, 36.—Ep. 
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thought in sleep, is one of the principal causes why LECT. 
we do not always recollect what we dream." He else- 
where also observes that the cessation of a force to 
act, is tantamount to its cessation to be. 

Though the determination of this question is one The ques- 


5 3 τ tion dealt 
that seems not extremely difficult, we find it dealt with with by phi- 
: : losophers 
by philosophers, on the one side and the other, rather rather by 
hypothesis 


by hypothesis than by experiment ; at least, we have, tian by 
with one partial exception, which I am soon to quote ais 
to you, no observations sufficiently accurate and de- 

tailed to warrant us in establishing more than a very 
doubtful conclusion. I have myself at different times Conclusion 


: . from expe- 
turned my attention to the point, and, as far as my riments 


7 - . made by 
observations go, they certainly tend to prove that, the Author. 


during sleep, the mind is never either inactive or | 
wholly unconscious of its activity. As to the objec- Locke's as- 


tion of Locke and others, that, as we have often no that con-" 

recollection of dreaming, we have, therefore, never tl the το. 
dreamt, it is sufficient to say that the assumption in ufoonscons 
this argument,—that consciousness, and the recollec- convertible, 
tion of consciousness, are convertible,—is disproved in hy the pie 


the most emphatic manner by experience. You have sommam. 
all heard of the phenomenon of somnambulism. In 
this remarkable state, the various mental faculties 
are usually in a higher degree of power than in the 
natural. The patient has recollections of what he has 
wholly forgotten. He speaks languages of which, 
when awake, he remembers not a word. If he use a 
vulgar dialect when out of this state, in it he em- 
ploys only a correct and elegant phraseology. ‘The 
imagination, the sense of propriety, and the faculty of 


a The substance of this passage is by Starke in 1831, from Kant’s Lec- 
published in the Menschenkunde oder tures. See ἢ. 164.—En. 
Philosophische Anthropologie, edited 
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reasoning, are all in general exalted.” The bodily 
powers are in high activity, and under the complete 
control of the will; and, it is well known, persons in 
this state have frequently performed feats, of which, 
when out of it, they would not even have imagined 
the possibility. And what is even more remarkable, 
the difference of the faculties in the two states, seems 
not confined merely to a difference in degree. For it 
happens, for example, that a person who has no ear 
for music when awake, shall, in his somnambulic crisis, 
sing with the utmost correctness and with full enjoy- 
ment of his performance. Under this affection per- 
sons sometimes live half their hfetime, alternating 
between the normal and abnormal states, and per- 
forming the ordinary functions of life indifferently in 
both, with this distinction, that if the patient be dull 
and doltish when he is said to be awake, he is com- 
paratively alert and intelligent when nominally asleep. 
I am in possession of three works, written during the 
crisis by three different somnambulists.? Now it is 
evident that consciousness, and an exalted conscious- 
ness, must be allowed in somnambulism. This cannot 
possibly be denied,—but mark what follows. It is 
the peculiarity of somnambulism,—it is the differential 
quality by which that state is contradistinguished 
from the state of dreaming, that we have no recol- 
lection, when we awake, of what has occurred during 
its continuance. Consciousness is thus cut in two; 
memory does not connect the train of consciousness 
in the one state with the train of consciousness in the 
other. When the patient again relapses into the state 


a For some interesting illustrations B Of these works we have failed to 
of this state, see Abercrombie On the discover any trace.—Ep. 
Intell. Powers, pt. 111. sect. iv. ὃ 2.—Ep. 
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of somnambulism, he again remembers all that had LECT. 
occurred during every former alternative of that state ; ——— 
but he not only remembers this, he recalls also the 
events of his normal existence: so that, whereas the 
patient in his somnambulic crisis, has a memory of 

his whole life, in his waking intervals he has a me- 

mory only of half his life. 

At the time of Locke, the phenomena of somnam- Dreaming 
bulism had been very little studied ; nay, so great 15 Ὅς 
the ignorance that prevails in this country in regard sick. 
to its nature even now, that you will find this, its dis- 
tinctive character, wholly unnoticed in the best works 
upon the subject.* But this distinction, you observe, 
is incompetent always to discriminate the states of 
dreaming and somnambulism. It may be true that 
if we recollect our visions during sleep, this recollec- 
tion excludes somnambulism, but the want of memory 
by no means proves that the visions we are known by 
others to have had, were not common dreams. The 
phenomena, indeed, do not always enable us to dis- 
criminate the two states. Somnambulism may exist 
in many different degrees; the sleep-walking from 
which it takes its name is only one of its higher phze- 
nomena, and one comparatively rare. In general, the 
subject of this affection does not leave his bed, and 
it is then frequently impossible to say whether the 
manifestations exhibited, are the phzenomena of som- 
nambulism or of dreaming. ‘Talking during sleep, for 
example, may be a symptom of either, and it is often 
only from our general knowledge of the habits and 
predispositions of the sleeper, that we are warranted 
in referring this effect to the one and not to the other 


a This deficiency has been ably Principles of Human Physiology, § 
supplied by Dr Carpenter. See his 827, (4th edition).—Eb. 
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class of phenomena. We have, however, abundant 
evidence to prove that forgetfulness is not a decisive 
criterion of somnambulism. Persons whom there is 
no reason to suspect of this affection, often manifest 
during sleep the strongest indications of dreaming, 
and yet, when they awaken in the morning, retain no 
memory of what they may have done or said during 
the night. Locke’s argument, that because we do not 
always remember our consciousness during sleep, we 
have not, therefore, been always conscious, is thus, on 
the ground of fact and analogy, disproved. 

But this is not all. We can not only show that 
the fact of the mind remaining conscious during sleep 
is possible, is even probable, we can also show, by an 
articulate experience, that this actually occurs. The 
following observations are the result of my personal 
experience, and similar experiments every one of you 
is competent to institute for himself. 

In the first place, when we compose ourselves to 
rest, we do not always fall at once asleep, but remain 
for a time in a state of incipient slumber,—in a state 
intermediate between sleep and waking. Now, if we 
are gently roused from this transition-state, we find 
ourselves conscious of being in the commencement of 
a dream ; we find ourselves occupied with a train of 
thought, and this train we are still able to follow out 
to a point when it connects itself with certain actual 
perceptions. We can still trace imagination to sense, 
and show how, departing from the last sensible im- 
pressions of real objects, the fancy proceeds in its work 
of distorting, falsifying, and perplexing these, in order 
to construct out of their ruins its own grotesque 
edifices. 

In the second place, I have always observed, that 
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when suddenly awakened during sleep, (and to ascer- 
tain the fact I have caused myself to be roused at dif- 
ferent seasons of the night), 1 have always been able 
to observe that I was in the middle of a dream. The 
recollection of this dream was not always equally 
vivid. On some occasions, I was able to trace it back 
until the train was gradually lost at a remote dis- 
tance ; on others, I was hardly aware of more than 
one or two of the latter links of the chain; and, some- 
times, was scarcely certain of more than the fact, that 
I was not awakened from an unconscious state. Why 
we should not always be able to recollect our dreams, 
it is not difficult to explain. In our waking and our 
sleeping states, we are placed in two worlds of thought, 
not only different but contrasted, and contrasted both 
in the character and in the intensity of their represen- 
tations. When snatched suddenly from the twilight 
of our sleeping imaginations, and placed in the meri- 
dian lustre of our waking perceptions, the necessary 
effect of the transition is at once to eclipse or obliterate 
the traces of our dreams. The act itself also of rous- 
ing us from sleep, by abruptly interrupting the cur- 
rent of our thoughts, throws us into confusion, disqua- 
lifies us for a time from recollection, and before we 
have recovered from our consternation, what we could 
at first have easily discerned is fled or flying. 

A sudden and violent is, however, in one respect, 
more favourable than a gradual and spontaneous wak- 
ening to the observation of the phzenomena of sleep. 
For in the former case, the images presented are fresh 
and prominent ; while in the latter, before our atten- 
tion is applied, the objects of observation have with- 
drawn darkling into the background of the soul. We 
may, therefore, [ think, assert, in general, that whether 
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Le ον recollect our dreams or not, we always: dream. 
—— Something similar, indeed, to the rapid oblivion of 
our sleeping consciousness, happens to us occasionally 
even when awake. When our mind is not intently 
occupied with any subject, or more frequently when 
fatigued, a thought suggests itself. We turn it lazily 
over and fix our eyes in vacancy ; 1nterrupted by the 
question what we are thinking of, we attempt to 
answer, but the thought is gone; we cannot recall it, 
and say that we were thinking of nothing.* 
General The observations I have hitherto made tend only 
fiom fore. to establish the fact, that the mind is never wholly in- 
es active, and that we are never wholly unconscious of 
its activity. Of the degree and character of that acti- 
vity, I at present say nothing; this may form the sub- 
ject of our future consideration. But in confirmation 
of the opinion I have now hazarded, and in proof of 
something more even than I have ventured to main- 
tain, I have great pleasure in quoting to you the sub- 
stance of a very remarkable essay on sleep by one of 
the most distinguished of the philosophers of France,— 
Joufioy living when the extract was made, but now unfortu- 
Ὅν nately lost to the science of mind which he cultivated 
renee with most distinguished success.—I refer to M. Jouffroy, 
Bese who, along with M. Royer Collard, was at the head of 
τος pure school of Scottish Philosophy in France. 
Themind “I have never well understood those who admit 
wwtkewken that in sleep the mind is dormant. When we dream, 
ley γγ6 are assuredly asleep, and assuredly also our mind 
is not asleep, because it thinks; it is, therefore, mani- 
fest, that the mind frequently wakes when the senses 
are in slumber. But this does not prove that it never 


a Cf. Kant, Anthropologie, ὃ 30, ed. B Mélanges, p. 318, [p. 290, second 
1838, (ξ 28, ed. 1810).—Eb., edition.— Ep ] 
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sleeps along with them. To sleep is for the mind not LECT. 
to dream ; and it is impossible to establish the fact, ἜΝ: 
that there are in sleep moments in which the mind 

does not dream. To have no recollection of our dreams, 

does not prove that we have not dreamt; for it can 

be often proved that we have dreamt, although the 

dream has left no trace on our memory. 

“The fact, then, that the mind sometimes wakes Probable 

. . : that the 

while the senses are asleep, is thus established ; whereas mind is 
the fact, that it sometimes sleeps along with them is ak 
not: the probability, therefore, is, that it wakes always. 
It would require contradictory facts to destroy the 
force of this induction, which, on the contrary, every 
fact seems to confirm. I shall proceed to analyse 
some of these which appear to me curious and striking. 
They manifestly imply this conclusion, that the mind, 
during sleep, is not in a peculiar state, but that its 
activity is carried on precisely as when awake. 

“ When an inhabitant of the province comes to Paris, Induction 
his sleep is at first disturbed, and continually broken, eee of 
by the noise of the carriages passing under his window. Bae ee 
He soon, however, becomes accustomed to the turmoil, 
and ends by sleeping at Paris as he slept in his village. 

“'The noise, however, remains the same, and makes 
an equal impression on his senses ; how comes it that 
this noise at first hinders, and then, at length, does 
not hinder, him from sleeping ? 

“The state of waking presents analogous facts. 
Every one knows that it is difficult to fix our atten- 
tion on a book, when surrounded by persons engaged 
in conversation ; at length, however, we acquire this 
faculty. A man unaccustomed to the tumult of the 
streets of Paris is unable to think consecutively while 


walking through them ; a Parisian finds no difficulty. 
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He meditates as tranquilly in the midst of the crowd 
and bustle of men and carriages, as he could in the 
centre of the forest. The analogy between these facts 
taken from the state of waking, and the fact which I 
mentioned at the commencement, taken from the state 
of sleep, is so close, that the explanation of the former 
should throw some light upon the latter. We shall 
attempt this explanation. 

“Attention is the voluntary application of the mind 
to an object. It is established, by experience, that we 
cannot give our attention to two different objects at 
the same time. Distraction (étre distrazt) is the re- 
moval of our attention from a matter with which we 
are engaged, and our bestowal of it on another which 
crosses us. In distraction, attention is only diverted 
because it is attracted by a new perception or idea, 
soliciting it more strongly than that with which it is 
occupied ; and this diversion diminishes exactly in 
proportion as the solicitation is weaker on the part of 
the intrusive idea. All experience proves this. The 
more strongly attention is applied to a subject, the 
less susceptible is it of distraction ; thus it is, that a 
book which awakens a lively curiosity, retains the 
attention captive; a person occupied with a matter 
affecting his life, his reputation, or his fortune, is not 
easily distracted ; he sees nothing, he understands 
nothing, of what passes around him; we say that he is 
deeply preoccupied. In like manner, the greater our 
curiosity, or the more curious the things that are 
spoken of around us, the less able are we to rivet our 
attention on the book we read. In like manner, also, 
if we are waiting in expectation of any one, the 
slightest noises occasion distraction, as these noises 
may be the signal of the approach we anticipate. All 
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these facts tend to prove that distraction results only 
when the intrusive idea solicits us more strongly than 
that with which we are occupied. 

“Hence it is that the stranger in Paris cannot think 
in the bustle of the streets. The impressions which 
assail his eyes and ears on every side being for him 
the signs of things new or little known, when they 
reach his mind interest him more strongly than the 
matter even to which he would apply his thoughts. 
Each of these impressions announces a cause which 
may be beautiful, rare, curious, or terrific ; the intel- 
lect cannot refrain from turning out to verify the fact. 
It turns out, however, no longer when experience has 
made it familiar with all that can strike the senses 
on the streets of Paris; it remains within, and no 
longer allows itself to be deranged. 

“The other admits of a similar explanation. To 
read without distraction in the midst of an unknown 
company, would be impossible. Curiosity would be 
too strong. This would also be the case if the sub- 
ject of conversation were very interesting. But in a 
familiar circle, whose ordinary topics of conversation 
are well known, the ideas of the book make an easy 
conquest of our thoughts. 

“The will, likewise, is of some avail in resisting 
distraction. Not that it is able to retain the attention 
when disquieted and curious; but it can recall, and 
not indulge it in protracted absences, and, by con- 
stantly remitting it to the object of its volition, the 
interest of this object becomes at last predominant. 
Rational considerations, and the necessity of remain- 
ing attentive, likewise exert an influence; they come 
in aid of the idea, and lend it, so to speak, a helping 
hand in concentrating on it the attention. 
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“But, howsoever it may be with all these petty in- 
fluences, it remains evident that distraction and non- 
distraction are neither of them matters of sense, but 
both matters of intelligence. It is not the senses which 
become accustomed to hear the noises of the street and 
the sounds of conversation, and which end in being 
less affected by them; if we are at first vehemently 
affected by the noises of the street or drawing-room, 
and then little or not at all, it is because at first at- 
tention occupies itself with these impressions, and 
afterwards neglects them: when it neglects them it 15 
not diverted from its object, and distraction does not 
take place; when, on the contrary, it accords them 
notice, it abandons its object, and is then distracted. 

“ We may observe, in support of this conclusion, that 
the habit of hearing the same sounds renders us some- 
times highly sensible to these, as occurs in savages and 
in the blind ; sometimes, again, almost insensible to 
them, as exemplified in the apathy of the Parisian for 
the noise of carriages. If the effect were physical,— 
if it depended on the body and not on the nmiind, there 
would be a contradiction, for the habit of hearing the 
same sounds either blunts the organ or sharpens it ; 
it could not at once have two, and two contrary 
effects,—it could have only one. The fact is, it neither 
blunts nor sharpens ; the organ remains the same ; the 
same sensations are determined : but when these sen- 
sations interest the mind, it applies itself to them, and 
becomes accustomed to their discrimination ; when 
they do not interest it, it becomes accustomed to ne- 
glect, and does not discriminate them. This is the 
whole mystery ; the phenomenon is psychological, not 
physiological. 

“ Let us now turn our attention to the state of sleep, 
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and consider whether analogy does not demand a LECT. 
similar explanation of the fact which we stated at the 
commencement. What takes place when a noise 
hinders us from sleeping? The body fatigued begins 
to slumber ; then, of a sudden, the senses are struck, aa 
and we awake; then fatigue regains the ascendant, 
we relapse into drowsiness, which is soon again inter- 
rupted ; and so on for a certain continuance. When, 
on the contrary, we are accustomed to noise, the im- 
pressions it makes no longer disturb our first sleep ; 
the drowsiness is prolonged, and we fall asleep. That 
the senses are more torpid in sleep than in our waking 
state, is not a matter of doubt. But when 1 am once 
asleep, they are then equally torpid on the first night 
of my arrival in Paris as on the hundredth. The noise 
being the same, they receive the same impressions, 
which they transmit in equal vivacity to the mind. 
Whence comes it, then, that on the first night I am 
awakened, and not on the hundredth? The physical 
facts are identical; the difference can originate only 
in the mind, as in the case of distraction and of non- 
distraction in the waking state. Let us suppose that 
the soul has fallen asleep along with the body; on this 
hypothesis, the slumber would be equally deep, in both 
cases, for the mind and for the senses, and we should 
be unable to see why, in the one case, it was aroused 
more than in the other. It remains, therefore, certain 
that it does not sleep like the body ; and that, in the 
one case, disquieted by unusual impressions, it awakens 
the senses to inquire what is the matter; whilst in the 
other, knowing by experience of what external fact 
these impressions are the sign, it remains tranquil, and 
does not disturb the senses to obtain a useless ex- 
planation. 
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“For let us remark, that the mind has need of the 
senses to obtain a knowledge of external things. In 
sleep, the senses are some of them closed, as the eyes ; 
the others half torpid, as touch and hearing. If the 
soul be disquieted by the impressions which reach it, it 
requires the senses to ascertain the cause, and to relieve 
its inquietude. This is the cause why we find our- 
selves in a disquieted state, when aroused by an ex- 
traordinary noise; and this could not have occurred 
had we not been occupied with this noise before we 
awoke. 

“This is, also, the cause why we sometimes feel, 
during sleep, the efforts we make to awaken our senses, 
when an unusual noise or any painful sensation dis- 
turbs our rest. If we are in a profound sleep, we are 
for along time agitated before we have it in our power 
to awake,—we say to ourselves, we must awake in 
order to get out of pain; but the sleep of the senses 
resists, and it is only by little and little that we are 
able to rouse them from torpidity. Sometimes, when 
the noise ceases before the issue of the struggle, the 
awakening does not take place, and, in the morning, 
we have a confused recollection of having been dis- 
turbed during our sleep,—a recollection which becomes 
distinct only when we learn from others that such 
and such an occurrence has taken place while we were 
asleep. 

“Thad given orders some time ago, that a parlour 
adjoining to my bedroom should be swept before I 
was called in the morning. For the first two days the 
noise awoke me; but, thereafter, I was not aware of 
it. Whence arose the difference? The noises are the 
same and at the same hour; I am in the same degree 
of slumber; the same sensations, consequently, take 
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place. Whence comes it that I awoke, and do no LECT. 
longer awake? For this, it appears to me, there is —— 
but one explanation,—viz. that my mind which wakes, 
and which is now aware of the cause of these sensa- 
tions, is no longer disquieted, and no longer rouses my 
senses. Itis true that I do not retain the recollection 
of this reasoning; but this oblivion is not more extra- 
ordinary than that of so many others which cross our 
mind both when awake and when asleep. 

“1 add a single observation. The noise of the brush 
on the carpet of my parlour is as nothing compared 
with that of the heavy waggons which pass under my 
windows at the same hour, and which do not trouble 
my repose in the least. I was, therefore, awakened by 
a sensation much feebler than a crowd of others, which 
I received at the same time. Can that hypothesis 
afford the reason, which supposes that the awakening 
is a necessary event; that the sensations rouse the 
senses, and that the senses rouse the mind? It is 
evident that my mind alone, and its activity, can ex- 
plain why the fainter sensation awoke me; as these 
alone can explain why, when I am reading in my study, 
the small noise of a mouse playing in a corner can 
distract my attention, while the thundering noise of a 
passing wageon does not affect me at all. 

“The same explanation fully accounts for what Experience 
occurs with those who sleep in attendance on the sick. fend a 

' : ; the sick. 

All noises foreign to the patient have no effect on 
them; but let the patient turn him on his bed, let 
him utter a groan or sigh, or let his breathing become 
painful or interrupted, forthwith the attendant awakes, 
however little inured to the vocation, or interested in 
the welfare of the patient. Whence comes this dis- 
crimination between the noises which deserve the 


LECT. 
XVII. 


Awaking at 
an appoint- 
ed hour, 


oon LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 


attention of the attendant, and those which do not, 
if, whilst the senses are asleep, the mind does not re- 
main observant,—does not act the sentinel, does not 
consider the sensations which the senses convey, and 
does not awaken the senses as it finds these sensations 
disquieting or not? Itis by being strongly impressed, 
previous to going to sleep, with the duty of attending 
to the respiration, motions, complaints of the sufferer, 
that we come to waken at all such noises, and at no 
others. The habitual repetition of such an impression 
gives this faculty to professional sick-nurses ; a lively 
interest in the health of the patient gives it equally to 
the members of his family. 

“Tt is in precisely the same manner that we waken 
at the appointed hour, when before going to sleep 
we have made a firm resolution of so doing. I have 
this power in perfection; but I notice that I lose it if 
I depend on any one calling me. In this latter case, 
my mind does not take the trouble of measuring the 
time or of listening to the clock. But in the former, 
it 1s necessary that it do so, otherwise the phzeno- 
menon is inexplicable. Every one has made, or can 
make, this experiment ; when it fails it will be found, 
if I mistake not, either that we have not been suffi- 
ciently preoccupied with the intention, or were over- 
fatigued ; for when the senses are strongly benumbed, 
they convey to the mind, on the one hand, more ob- 
tuse sensations of the monitory sounds, and, on the 
other, they resist for a longer time the efforts the 
mind makes to awaken them, when these sounds have 
reached it. 

“ After a night passed in this effort, we have, in 
general, the recollection, in the morning, of having been 
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constantly occupied during sleep with this thought. 
The mind, therefore, watched, and, full of its resolu- 
tion, awaited the moment. It is thus that when we 
go to bed much interested with any subject, we re- 
member, on wakening, that during sleep we have 
been continually haunted by it. On these occasions 
the slumber is light, for, the mind being untranquil, 
its agitation is continually disturbing the torpor of 
the senses. When the mind 15 calm, it does not sleep 
more, but it is less restless. 

“It would be curious to ascertain, whether persons 
of a feeble memory, and of a volatile disposition, are 
not less capable than others of awakening at an ap- 
pointed hour; for these two circumstances ought to 
produce this effect, if the notion I have formed of the 
phenomenon be correct. <A volatile disposition 15 
unable strongly to preoccupy itself with the thought, 
and to form a determined resolution; and, on the 
other hand, it is the memory which preserves a recol- 
lection of the resolution taken before falling asleep. 
I have not had an opportunity of making the experi- 
ment. 

“Tt appears to me, that from the previous observa- 
tions, it inevitably follows :— 

1°, That in sleep the senses are torpid, but that the 
mind wakes. 

9°, That certain of our senses continue to transmit 
to the mind the imperfect sensations they receive. 

3°, That the mind judges these sensations, and that 
it is in virtue of its judgments that it awakens, or does 
not awaken, the senses. 

4°, That the reason why the mind awakens the 
senses is, that sometimes the sensation disquiets it, 
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being unusual or painful; that sometimes the sensa- 
tion warns it to rouse the senses, as being an indica- 
tion of the moment when it ought to do so. 

5°, That the mind possesses the power of awaken- 
ing the senses, but that it only accomplishes this by 
it own activity overcoming their torpor; that this 
torpor is an obstacle,—an obstacle greater or less as 
it is more or less profound. 

“Tf these inferences are just, it follows that we can 
waken ourselves at will and at appointed signals ; 
that the instrument called an alarum (révei-matin) 
does not act so much by the noise it makes as by the 
association we have established in going to bed be- 
tween the noise and the thought of wakening ; that, 
therefore, an instrument much less noisy, and emitting 
only a feeble sound, would probably produce the same 
effect. It follows, moreover, that we can inure our- 
selves to sleep profoundly in the midst of the loudest 
noises; that to accomplish this it is perhaps sufficient, 
on the first night, to impress 1t on our minds that 
these sounds do not deserve attention, and ought not 
to waken us; and that by this mean, any one may 
probably sleep as well in the mill as the miller him- 
self. It follows, in fine, that the sleep of the strong 
and courageous ought to be less easily disturbed, all 
things equal, than the sleep of the weak and timid. 
Some historical facts may be quoted in proof of this 
last conclusion.” 

I shall not quote to you the observations of M. 
Jouffroy on Reverie,* which form a sequel, and a con- 
firmation, of those he has made upon sleep. Before 
terminating this subject, | may, however, notice a 
rather curious case which occurs to my recollection, 


a See Mélanges, p. 304 et seq. —Eb. 
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and which tends to corroborate the theory of the 
French psychologist. J give it on the authority of 
Junker, a celebrated physician and professor of Halle, 
who flourished during the first half of last century, 
and he says that he took every pains to verify the 
facts by frequent personal observation. I regret that 
I am unable at the moment to find the book in which 
the case is recorded, but of all its relevant circum- 
stances I have a vivid remembrance. The object of 
observation was the postman between Halle and a 
town, I forget which, some eight miles distant. This 
distance the postman was in the habit of traversing 
daily. A considerable part of his way lay across a 
district of unenclosed champaign meadow-land, and 
in walking over this smooth surface the postman was 
generally asleep. But at the termination of this part 
of his road, there was a narrow foot-bridge over a 
stream, and to reach this bridge it was necessary to 
ascend some broken steps. Now, it was ascertained 
as completely as any fact of the kind could be,—the 
observers were shrewd, and the object of observation 
was a man of undoubted probity,-—I say, it was com- 
pletely ascertained :—1°, That the postman was asleep 
in passing over this level course ; 2°, That he held on 
his way in this state without deflection towards the 
bridge ; and, 3°, That just before arriving at the 
bridge, he awoke. But this case is not only deserving 
of all credit from the positive testimony by which it 
is vouched ; it is also credible as only one of a class 
of analogous cases which it may be adduced as repre- 
senting. This case, besides showing that the mind 
must be active though the body is asleep, shows also 
that certain bodily functions may be dormant, while 
others are alert. The locomotive faculty was here in 
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exercise, while the senses were in slumber. ‘This sug- 
gests to me another example of the same phenomenon. 
It is found in a story told by Erasmus* in one of his 
letters, concerning his learned friend Oporinus, the 


. celebrated professor and printer of Basle. Oporinus 


was on a journey with a bookseller; and, on their road, 
they had fallen in with a manuscript. Tired with 
their day’s travelling, — travelling was then almost 
exclusively performed on horseback,—they came at 
nightfall to their inn. They were, however, curious to 
ascertain the contents of their manuscript, and Opori- 
nus undertook the task of reading it aloud. ‘This he 
continued for some time, when the bookseller found it 
necessary to put a question concerning a word which 
he had not rightly understood. It was now discovered 
that Oporinus was asleep, and being awakened by his 
companion, he found that he had no recollection of 
what for a considerable time he had been reading. 
Most of you, I daresay, have known or heard of 
similar occurrences, and 1 do not quote the anecdote 
as anything remarkable. But, still, it is a case con- 
curring with a thousand others to prove, 1°, That one 
bodily sense or function may be asleep while another 
is awake ; and, 2°, That the mind may be in a certain 
state of activity during sleep, and no memory of that 
activity remain after the sleep has ceased. ‘The first 
is evident ; for Oporinus, while reading, must have 
had his eyes and the muscles of his tongue and fauces 
awake, though his ears and other senses were asleep ; 
and the second is no less so, for the act of reading 
supposed a very complex series of mental energies. 1 


a This storyis told by Felix Platerus terus. See Bohn, MNoctambulatio ; 
(Observationes, lib.i.p.11). The per- (Haller, Disputationes ad Morborum 
son to whom Oporinus read, was the Hist. et Curat., ὃ. vii. p. 443.)—Ep. 
father of the narrator, Thomas Pla- 
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may notice, by the way, that physiologists have ob- 
served, that our bodily senses and powers do not fall 
asleep simultaneously, but in a certain succession. 
We all know that the first symptom of slumber is the 
relaxation of the eyelids ; whereas, hearing continues 
alert for a season after the power of vision has been 
dormant. In the case last alluded to, this order was, 
however, violated ; and the sight was forcibly kept 
awake while the hearing had lapsed into torpidity. 

In the case of sleep, therefore, so far is it from 
being proved that the mind is at any moment uncon- 
scious, that the result of observation would incline us 
to the opposite conclusion. 
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LECTURE XVIII 


CONSCIOUSNESS,—-GENERAL PHA NOMENA,—IS THE 
MIND EVER UNCONSCIOUSLY MODIFIED ? 


tect. | PAss now to a question in some respects of still 
more proximate interest to the psychologist than that 
isthe mind cliscussed in the preceding Lecture; for it is one 
‘eu ™ which, according as it is decided, will determine the 
character of our explanation of many of the most 
important phenomena in the philosophy of mind, and, 
in particular, the great phenomena of Memory and 
Association. The question I refer to is, Whether the 
mind exerts energies, and is the subject of modifica- 
tions, of neither of which it is conscious. This is the 
most general expression of a problem which has 
hardly been mentioned, far less mooted, in this coun- 
try; and when it has attracted a passing notice, the 
supposition of an unconscious action or passion of the 
mind, has been treated as something either unintelli- 
gible, or absurd. In Germany, on the contrary, it 
has not only been canvassed, but the alternative 
which the philosophers of this country have lightly 
considered as ridiculous, has been gravely established 
as a conclusion which the phzenomena not only war- 
rant, but enforce. The French philosophers, for a 
long time, viewed the question in the same light 
as the British. Condillac, indeed, set the latter the 
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example ;* but of late a revolution is apparent, and LECT. 
two recent French psychologists? have marvellously ——— 
propounded the doctrine, long and generally estab- 

lished in Germany, as something new and unheard of 

before their own assertion of the paradox. 

This question is one not only of importance, but of 
difficulty ; I shall endeavour to make you understand 
its purport by arguing it upon broader grounds than 
has hitherto been done, and shall prepare you, by some 
preliminary information, for its discussion. I shall 
first of all adduce some proof of the fact, that the mind 
may, and does, contain far more latent furniture than 
consciousness informs us it possesses. To simplify ἘΣ εἰ 
the discussion, I shall distinguish thrée degrees of ΠΣ 
this mental latency. 

In the first place, it is to be remembered that the Tie first, 

riches,—the possessions, of our mind, are not to be 
measured by its present momentary activities, but by 
the amount of its acquired habits. I know a science, 
or language, not merely while 1 make a temporary 
use of it, but masmuch as 1 can apply it when and 
how I will. Thus the infinitely greater part of our 
spiritual treasures, lies always beyond the sphere of 
consciousness, hid in the obscure recesses of the mind. 
This is the first degree of latency. In regard to this, 
there is no difficulty, or dispute; and I only take it 
into account in order to obviate misconception, and 
because it affords a transition towards the other two 
degrees which it conduces to illustrate. 

The second degree of latency exists when the mind The second. 
contains certain systems of knowledge, or certain 


a Essai sur U Origine des Connois- B Cardaillac and Damiron. See be- 
sances Humaines, Sect. ii. ch. 1, § 4- low, p. 363.—Epb. 
13.—Eb. 
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habits of action, which it is wholly unconscious of 
possessing in its ordinary state, but which are revealed 
to consciousness in certain extraordinary exaltations 
of its powers. The evidence on this point shows that 
the mind frequently contains whole systems of know- 
ledge, which, though in our normal state they have 
faded into absolute oblivion, may, in certain abnormal 
states, as madness, febrile delirium, somnambulism, 
catalepsy, &c., flash out into luminous consciousness, 
and even throw into the shade of unconsciousness 
those other systems by which they had, for a long 
period, been eclipsed and even extinguished. For 
example, there are cases in which the extinct me- 
mory of whole languages was suddenly restored, and, 
what is even still more remarkable, in which the 
faculty was exhibited of accurately repeating, in 
known or unknown tongues, passages which were 
never within the grasp of conscious memory in the 
normal state. This degree,—this phenomenon of 
latency, is one of the most marvellous in the whole 
compass of philosophy, and the proof of its reality 
will prepare us for an enlightened consideration of 
the third, of which the evidence, though not less 
certain, is not equally obtrusive. But, however re- 
markable and important, this phenomenon has been 
almost wholly neglected by psychologists,* and the 
cases which 1 adduce in illustration of its reality have 
never been previously collected and applied. That in 
madness, in fever, in somnambulism, and other abnor- 
mal states, the mind should betray capacities and ex- 
tensive systems of knowledge, of which it was at other 


a These remarks were probably writ- He collects some very curious in- 
ten before the publication of Aber- stances, see p. 314, 10th edition.— 
crombie on the Intellectual Powers. Ep. 
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times wholly unconscious, is a fact so remarkable that Lecr. 
- : ἷ eine 11}: 
it may well demand the highest evidence to establish 

its truth. But of such a character is the evidence 
which I am now to give you. It consists of cases 
reported by the most intelligent and trustworthy ob- 
servers,—by observers wholly ignorant of each other's 
testimony ; and the phzenomena observed were of so 
palpable and unambiguous a nature that they could 

not possibly have been mistaken or misinterpreted. 

The first, and least interesting, evidence I shall Evidence 
adduce, is derived from cases of madness ; it is given ὀλλίον, 
by a celebrated American physician, Dr Rush. 

“The records of the wit and cunning of madmen,” 
says the Doctor, “ are numerous in every country. 
Talents for eloquence, poetry, music, and painting, 
and uncommon ingenuity in several of the mechanical 
arts, are often evolved in this state of madness. A 
gentleman, whom 1 attended in an hospital in the 
year 1810, often delighted as well as astonished the 
patients and officers of our hospital by his displays of 
oratory, in preaching from a table in the hospital yard 
every Sunday. A female patient of mine who became 
insane, after parturition, in the year 1807, sang hymns 
and songs of her own composition during the latter 
stage of her illness, with a tone of voice so soft and 
pleasant that I hung upon it with delight every time 
I visited her. She had never discovered a talent for 
poetry or music, in any previous part of her life. 

Two instances of a talent for drawing, evolved by 
madness, have occurred within my knowledge. And 
where is the hospital for mad people, in which elegant 
and completely rigged ships, and curious pieces of 
machinery, have not been exhibited by persons who 
never discovered the least turn for a mechanical art, 
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LECT. previously to their derangement? Sometimes we ob- 
— serve in mad people an unexpected resuscitation of 
knowledge ; hence we hear them describe past events, 
and speak in ancient or modern languages, or repeat 
long and interesting passages from books, none of 
which, we are sure, they were capable of recollecting 

in the natural and healthy state of their mind.”* 
From cases The second class of cases are those of fever; and 
' the first I shall adduce is given on the authority of 
the patient himself. This is Mr Flint, a very intelli- 
gent American clergyman. I take it from his Recol- 
lections of the Valley of the Mississippi. He was 
travelling in the State of [linois, and suffered the 
common lot of visitants from other climates, in being 
taken down with a bilious fever.—<I am aware,” he 
remarks, “that every sufferer in this way is apt to 
think his own case extraordinary. My physicians 
agreed with all who saw me that my case was so. 
As very few live to record the issue of a sickness 
like mine, and as you have requested me, and as I 
have promised, to be particular, I will relate some of 
the. circumstances of this disease. And it is in my 
view desirable, in the bitter agony of such diseases, 
that more of the symptoms, sensations, and sufferings 
should have been recorded than have been ; and that 
others in similar predicaments may know, that some 
before them have had sufferings like theirs, and have 
survived them. I had had a fever before, and had 
risen, and been dressed every day. But in this, with 
the first day I was prostrated to infantine weakness, 
and felt, with its first attack, that 1t was a thing very 
different from what I had yet experienced. Paroxysms 
of derangement occurred the third day, and this was 

a Beasley, On the Mind, p. 474. 
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to me a new state of mind. That state of disease in Lect. 
which partial derangement is mixed with a conscious- ait 
ness generally sound, and a sensibility preternaturally 
excited, I should suppose the most distressing of all 
its forms. At the same time that I was unable to 
recognise my friends, I was informed that my memory 
was more than ordinarily exact and retentive, and 
that 1 repeated whole passages in the different lan- 
guages which I knew, with entire accuracy. I recited, 
without losing or misplacing a word, a passage of 
poetry which I could not so repeat after I recovered 
my health.” 

The following more curious case, is given by Lord Case of the 
Monboddo in his Antient Metaphysics.* tea 

“Tt was communicated in a letter from the late Mr 
Hans Stanley, a gentleman well known both to the 
learned and political world, who did me the honour 
to correspond with me upon the subject of my first 
volume of metaphysics. I will give it in the words 
of that gentleman. He introduces it, by saying, that 
it is an extraordinary fact in the history of mind, 
which he believes stands single, and for which he does 
not pretend to account; then he goes on to narrate 
it :—‘ About six-and-twenty years ago, when I was in 
France, 1 had an intimacy in the family of the late 
Maréchal de Montmorenci de Laval. His son, the 
Comte de Laval, was married to Mademoiselle de 
Maupeaux, the daughter of a Lieutenant-General of 
that name, and the niece of the late Chancellor. This 
gentleman was killed at the battle of Hastenbeck ; his 
widow survived him some years, but is since dead. 

“<The following fact comes from her own mouth. 
She has told it me repeatedly. She was a woman of 

a Vol. ii. p. 217. 
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perfect veracity, and very good sense. She appealed 
to her servants and family for the truth. Nor did 
she, indeed, seem to be sensible that the matter was 
so extraordinary as it appeared to me. 1 wrote it 
down at the time; and I have the memorandum 
among some of my papers. 

“«The Comtesse de Laval had been observed, by 
servants who sate up with her on account of some 
indisposition, to talk in her sleep a language that 
none of them understood; nor were they sure, or, 
indeed, herself able to guess, upon the sounds being 
repeated to her, whether it was or was not gibberish. 

“Upon her lying in of one of her children, she 
was attended by a nurse, who was of the province of 
Brittany, and who immediately knew the meaning of 
what she said, it being in the idiom of the natives of 
that country ; but she herself, when awake, did not 
understand a single syllable of what she had uttered 
in her sleep, upon its being retold her. 

“*She was born in that province, and had been 
nursed in a family where nothing but that language 
was spoken; so that, in her first infancy, she had 
known it, and no other; but, when she returned to 
her parents, she had no opportunity of keeping up 
the use of it; and, as I have before said, she did not 
understand a word of Breton when awake, though she 
spoke it in her sleep. 

“«T need not say that the Comtesse de Laval 
never said or imagined, that she used any words of 
the Breton idiom, more than were necessary to express 
those ideas that are within the compass of a child’s 
knowledge of objects,’” &c. 

A highly interesting case is given by Mr Coleridge 
in his Biographia Literaria.* 

a Vol. i. p. 117, (edit. 1847). 
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“Tt occurred,” says Mr Coleridge, “in a Roman 
Catholic town in Germany, a year or two before my 
arrival at Gottingen, and had not then ceased to be a 
frequent subject of conversation. A young woman of 
four or five and twenty, who could neither read nor 
write, was seized with a nervous fever; during which, 
according to the asseverations of all the priests and 
monks of the neighbourhood, she became possessed, 
and, as it appeared, by a very learned devil. She con- 
tinued incessantly talking Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, 
in very pompous tones, and with most distinct enun- 
ciation. This possession was rendered more probable 
by the known fact that she was or had been a heretic. 
Voltaire humorously advises the devil to decline all 
acquaintance with medical men; and it would have 
been more to his reputation, if he had taken this ad- 
vice in the present instance. The case had attracted 
the particular attention of a young physician, and by 
his statement many eminent physiologists and psy- 
chologists visited the town, and cross-examined the 
case on the spot. Sheets full of her ravings were 
taken down from her own mouth, and were found to 
consist of sentences, coherent and intelligible each for 
itself, but with little or no connection with each other. 
Of the Hebrew, a small portion only could be traced 
to the Bible, the remainder seemed to be in the Rab- 
binical dialect. All trick or conspiracy was out of the 
question. Not only had the young woman ever been 
a harmless, simple creature; but she was evidently 
labouring under a nervous fever. In the town, in 
which she had been resident for many years as a ser- 
vant in different families, no solution presented itself. 
The young physician, however, determined to trace 
her past life step by step; for the patient herself was 
incapable of returning a rational answer. He at length 
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poe succeeded in discovering the place where her parents 

- had lived: travelled thither, found them dead, but an 
uncle surviving; and from him learned that the pa- 
tient had been charitably taken by an old Protestant 
pastor at nine years old, and had remained with him 
some years, even till the old man’s death. Of this 
pastor the uncle knew nothing, but that he was a very 
good man. With great difficulty, and after much 
search, our young medical philosopher discovered a 
niece of the pastor’s, who had lived with him as his 
housekeeper, and had inherited his effects. She re- 
membered the girl; related that her venerable uncle 
had been too indulgent, and could not bear to hear the 
girl scolded ; that she was willing to have kept her, 
but that, after her patron’s death, the girl herself re- 
fused to stay. Anxious inquiries were then, of course, 
made concerning the pastor’s habits; and the solu- 
tion of the phenomenon was soon obtained. For it 
appeared that it had been the old man’s custom, for 
years, to walk up and down a passage of his house 
into which the kitchen-door opened, and to read to 
himself, with a loud voice, out of his favourite books. 
A considerable number of these were still in the 
niece’s possession. She added, that he was a very 
learned man, and a great Hebraist. Among the books 
were found a collection of Rabbinical writings, to- 
gether with several of the Greek and Latin fathers ; 
and the physician succeeded in identifying so many 
passages with those taken down at the young woman's 
bedside, that no doubt could remain in any rational 
mind concerning the true origin of the impressions 
made on her nervous system.” 

What gen- These cases thus evince the general fact, that a 


eral fact 


these cases’ mental modification is not proved not to be, merely 


establish. 
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because consciousness affords us no evidence of its ex- LECT. 
istence. This general fact being established, 1 now ae 
proceed to consider the question in relation to the 
third class or degree of latent modifications,—a class 
in relation to, and on the ground of which alone, it 
has ever hitherto been argued by philosophers. 

The problem, then, in regard to this class is,—Are The probe 
there, in ordinary, mental modifications,—v. 6. mental ἐμὰ ths 
activities and passivities, of which we are unconscious, stated. 
but which manifest their existence by effects of which 
we are conscious 4 

I have thus stated the question, because this ap- Τὸ be con- 
pears to me the most unambiguous form in which it itself, and 
can be expressed ; and in treating of it, I shall, in the tory. 
first place, consider it in eRe and, in the second 
place, in its history. I adopt this order, because the 
principal difficulties which affect the problem arise 
from the equivocal and indeterminate language of 
philosophers. These it is obviously necessary to avoid 
in the first instance; but having obtained an insight 
into the question itself, it will be easy, in a subse- 
quent historical narrative, to show how it has been per- 
plexed and darkened by the mode in which it has been 
handled by philosophers. I request your attention to 
this matter, as in the solution of this general problem 
is contained the solution of several important ques- 
tions, which will arise under our consideration of the 
special faculties. It is impossible, however, at the 
present stage of our progress, to exhibit all, or even 
the strongest part of, the evidence for the alternative 
which I adopt; and you must bear in mind that there 
is much more to be said in favour of this opinion than 
what 1 am able at present to adduce to you. 


In the question proposed, I am not only strongly 
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inclined to the affirmative,—nay, I do not hesitate to 
maintain, that what we are conscious of is constructed 
out of what we are not conscious of,—that our whole 
knowledge, in fact, is made up of the unknown and 
the incognisable. 

This at first sight may appear not only paradox- 
ical, but contradictory. It may be objected, 1°, How 
can we know that to exist which lies beyond the one 
condition of all knowledge,—consciousness ἢ And, 2°, 
How can knowledge arise out of ignorance,—conscious- 
ness out of unconsciousness,—the cognisable out of 
the incognisable,—that is, how can one opposite pro- 
ceed out of the other 7 

In answer to the first objection,—How can we 
know that of which we are unconscious, seeing that 
consciousness is the condition of knowledge ?—it 15 
enough to allege, that there are many things which 
we neither know nor can know in themselves,—that 
is, in their direct and immediate relation to our facul- 
ties of knowledge, but which manifest their existence 
indirectly through the medium of their effects. This 
is the case with the mental modifications in question ; 
they are not in themselves revealed to consciousness, 
but as certain facts of consciousness necessarily sup- 
pose them to exist, and to exert an influence in the 
mental processes, we are thus constrained to admit, 
as modifications of mind, what are not in themselves 
phenomena of consciousness. The truth of this will 
be apparent, if, before descending to any special illus- 
tration, we consider that consciousness cannot exist 
independently of some peculiar modification of mind ; 
we are only conscious as we are conscious of a de- 
terminate state. ΤῸ be conscious, we must be con- 
scious of some particular perception, or remembrance, 
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or imagination, or feeling, &c.; we have no general ect. 
consciousness. But as consciousness supposes a special Medinet 
mental modification as its object, it must be remem- 

bered, that this modification or state supposes a 
change,—a transition from some other state or modi- 
fication. But as the modification must be present, 

before we have a consciousness of the modification, it 

is evident, that we can have no consciousness of its 

rise or awakening; for its rise or awakening is also the 

rise or awakening of consciousness. 

But the illustration of this is contained in an answer The second 
to the second objection which asks,—How can know-°2°""™ 
ledge come out of ignorance,—consciousness out of 
unconsciousness,—the known out of the unknown,— 
how can one opposite be made up of the other ? 

In the removal of this objection, the proof of the the special 
thesis which I support is involved. And without (etn 
dealing in any general speculation, I shall at once por” 
descend to the special evidence which appears to me, de 
not merely to warrant, but to necessitate, the conclu- 
sion, that the sphere of our conscious modifications is 
only a small circle in the centre of a far wider sphere 
of action and passion, of which we are only conscious 
through its effects. 

Let us take our first example from Perception,—the I. External 

: : Perception. 
perception of external objects, and in that faculty, let 
us commence with the sense of sight. Now, you 1. Thesense 
either already know, or can be at once informed, what er 
it is that has obtained the name of Minimum Visible. Minimum 
You are of course aware, in general, that vision is the aes 
result of the rays of light, reflected from the surface ‘ 
of objects to the eye; a greater number of rays is 
reflected from a larger surface ; if the superficial ex- 
tent of an object, and, consequently, the number of 
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the rays which it reflects, be diminished beyond a 
certain limit, the object becomes invisible ; and the 
minimum visibile is the smallest expanse which can be 
seen,— which can consciously affect us,— which we 
can be conscious of seeing. This being understood, 
it is plain that if we divide this minvmum visibile into 
two parts, neither half can, by itself, be an object 
of vision, or visual consciousness. They are, severally 
and apart, to consciousness as zero. But it is evident, 
that each half must, by itself, have produced in us a 
certain modification, real though unperceived ; for as 
the perceived whole is nothing but the union of the 
unperceived halves, so the perception,—the perceived 
affection itself of which we are conscious,—is only the 
sum of two modifications, each of which severally 
eludes our consciousness. When we look at a distant 
forest, we perceive a certain expanse of green. Of 
this, as an affection of our organism, we are clearly 
and distinctly conscious. Now, the expanse of which 
we are conscious is evidently made up of parts of 
which we are not conscious. No leaf, perhaps no 
tree, may be separately visible. But the greenness of 
the forest is made up of the greenness of the leaves ; 
that is, the total impression of which we are conscious, 
is made up of an infinitude of small impressions of 
which we are not conscious. 

Take another example, from the sense of hearing. 
In this sense, there is, in like manner, a Minimum 
Audibile, that is, a sound the least which can come 
into perception and consciousness. But this mno- 
mum audibile is made up of parts which severally 
affect the sense, but of which affections, separately, we 
are not conscious, though of their joint result we are. 
We must, therefore, here likewise admit the reality of 
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modifications beyond the sphere of consciousness. To LECT. 
take a special example. When we hear the distant ——— 
murmur of the sea,—what are the constituents of the 

total perception of which we are conscious? This 
murmur is a sum made up of parts, and the sum 

would be as zero if the parts did not count as some- 

thing. The noise of the sea is the complement of the 

noise of its several waves ;— 


ποντίων TE κυμάτων 
᾿Ανήριθμον γέλασμα: ἃ 


and if the noise of each wave made no impression 

on our sense, the noise of the sea, as the result of 
these impressions, could not be realised. But the 
noise of each several wave, at the distance we suppose, 

is inaudible; we must, however, admit that they pro- 
duce a certain modification, beyond consciousness, on 

the percipient subject; for this is necessarily involved 

in the reality of their result. The same is equally the 3. The other 
case in the other senses: the taste or smell of a dish, 
be it agreeable or disagreeable, is composed of a mul- 
titude of severally imperceptible effects, which the 
stimulating particles of the viand cause on different 
points of the nervous expansion of the gustatory and 
olfactory organs ; and the pleasant or painful feeling 

of softness or roughness is the result of an infinity of 
unfelt modifications, which the body handled deter- 
mines on the countless papillze of the nerves of touch. 

Let us now take an example from another mental 1, Asso<i- 
process. We have not yet spoken of what is called tus. 
the Association of Ideas; and it is enough for our 
present purpose that you should be aware, that one 
thought suggests another in conformity to certain 


a Aischylus, Prometheus, 1.89.—Ep. Avant-Propos, p. 8-9, (ed. Raspe); and 
B See Leibnitz, Nouveaux Essais, lib. ii. c. i. ὃ 9 et seqg.—Ep. 
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determinate laws,—laws to which the succession of 
our whole mental states are subjected. Now it some- 
times happens, that we find one thought rising im- 
mediately after another in consciousness, but whose 
consecution we can reduce to no law of association. 
Now in these cases we can generally discover by an 
attentive observation, that these two thoughts, though 
not themselves associated, are each associated with 
certain other thoughts; so that the whole consecution 
would have been regular, had these intermediate 
thoughts come into consciousness, between the two 
which are not immediately associated. Suppose, for 
instance, that A, B, C, are three thoughts—that A and 
C cannot immediately suggest each other, but that each 
is associated with B, so that A will naturally suggest 
B, and B naturally suggest C. Now it may happen, 
that we are conscious of A, and immediately thereafter 
of C. How is the anomaly to be explained? It can 
only be explained on the principle of latent modifica- 
tions. A suggests C, not immediately, but through 
B; but as B, like the half of the minimum visibile or 
minimum audibile, does not rise into consciousness, we 
are apt to consider it as non-existent. You are pro- 
bably aware of the following fact in mechanics. Ifa 
number of billiard balls be placed in a straight row 
and touching each other, and if a ball be made to 
strike, in the line of the row, the ball at one end of 
the series, what will happen? The motion of the im- 
pinging ball is not divided among the whole row ; 
this, which we might ὦ priori have expected, does not 
happen, but the impetus is transmitted through the 
intermediate balls which remain each in its place, to 
the ball at the opposite end of the series, and this ball 
alone is impelled on. Something like this seems often 
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to occur in the train of thought. One idea mediately LECT. 
suggests another into consciousness,—the suggestion 
passing through one or more ideas which do not them- 
selves rise into consciousness. The awakening and 
awakened ideas here correspond to the ball striking 
and the ball struck off; while the intermediate ideas 
of which we are unconscious, but which carry on 
the suggestion, resemble the intermediate balls which 
remain moveless, but communicate the impulse. An 
instance of this occurs to me with which I was recently 
struck. Thinking of Ben Lomond, this thought was 
immediately followed by the thought of the Prussian 
system of education. Now, conceivable connection 
between these two ideas in themselves, there was none. 
A little reflection, however, explained the anomaly. 
On my last visit to the mountain, I had met upon 
its summit a German gentleman, and though I had 
no consciousness of the intermediate and unawak- 
ened links between Ben Lomond and the Prussian 
schools, they were undoubtedly these——the German, 
— Germany, — Prussia,—and, these media being 
admitted, the connection between the extremes was 
manifest. 

I should perhaps reserve for a future occasion, stewart’s 


explanation 


noticing Mr Stewart’s explanation of this pheeno- of the phe- 


nomenon of 


menon. He admits that a perception or idea may Association 
pass through the mind without leaving any trace in cease 
the memory, and yet serve to introduce other ideas 
connected with it by the laws of association.* Mr 
Stewart can hardly be said to have contemplated the 
possibility of the existence and agency of mental 
modifications of which we are unconscious. He grants 
a Hlements, part ii. chap ii.; Works, vol. ii. pp. 121, 122, 
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the necessity of interpolating certain intermediate 
ideas, in order to account for the connection of thought, 
which could otherwise be explained by no theory of 
association ; and he admits that these intermediate 
ideas are not known by memory to have actually 
intervened. So far, there is no difference in the two 
doctrines. But now comes the separation. Mr 
Stewart supposes that the intermediate ideas are, for 
an instant, awakened into consciousness, but, in the 
same moment, utterly forgot ; whereas the opinion 1 
would prefer, holds that they are efficient without 
rising into consciousness. Mr Stewart’s doctrine on 
this point is exposed to all the difficulties, and has 
none of the proofs in its favour, which concur in 
establishing the other. 

In the first place, to assume the existence of acts 
of consciousness of which there is no memory beyond 
the moment of existence, is at least as inconceivable 
an hypothesis as the other. But, in the second place, 
it violates the whole analogy of consciousness, which 
the other does not. Consciousness supposes memory ; 
and we are only conscious as we are able to con- 
nect and contrast one instance of our intellectual 
existence with another. Whereas, to suppose the 
existence and efficiency of modifications beyond con- 
sciousness, 1s not at variance with its conditions; for 
consciousness, though it assures us of the reality of 
what is within its sphere, says nothing against the 
reality of what is without. In the third place, it is 
demonstrated, that, in perception, there are modifica- 
tions, efficient, though severally imperceptible ; why, 
therefore, in the other faculties, should there not like- 
wise be modifications, efficient, though unapparent ? 
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In the fourth place, there must be some reason for ΠΕΟΤ. 
XVIII. 

the assumed fact, that there are perceptions or ideas 

of which we are conscious, but of which there is no * Stewart's 


hypothesis 


memory. Now, the only reason that can possibly be mst tke 


refuge in 


assigned is that the consciousness was too faint to te counter 
afford the condition of memory. But of conscious- 
ness, however faint, there must be some memory, 
however short. But this is at variance with the 
phzenomenon, for the ideas A and C may precede and 
follow each other without any perceptible interval, 
and without any the feeblest memory of B. If there 
be no memory, there could have been no conscious- 
ness ; and, therefore, Mr Stewart’s hypothesis, if 
strictly interrogated, must, even at last, take refuge 
in our doctrine ; for it can easily be shown, that the 
degree of memory is directly in proportion to the de- 
gree of consciousness, and, consequently, that an abso- 
lute negation of memory is an absolute negation of 
consciousness. 

Let us now turn to another class of phzenomena, Ir. Ou 
which in like manner are capable of an adequate Devanet 
explanation only on the theory I have advanced ;— ine og 
I mean the operations resulting from our Acquired 
Dexterities and Habits. 

To explain these, three theories have been advanced. Τὸ explain 
The first regards them as merely mechanical or auto- ἀπ λον 
matic, and thus denying to the mind all active or The frst 
voluntary intervention, consequently removes them 
beyond the sphere of consciousness. The second, The second. 
again, allows to each several motion a separate act of 
conscious volition ; while the third, which 1 would The thira. 
maintain, holds a medium between these, constitutes 
the mind the agent, accords to it a conscious volition 


over the series, but denies to it a consciousness and 
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deliberate volition in regard to each separate move- 
ment in the series which it determines. 

The first of these has been maintained, among 
others, by two philosophers who, in other points, 
are not frequently at one,—by Reid and Hartley. 
“Habit,” says Reid, “ differs from instinct, not in its 
nature, but in its origin; the last being natural, the 
first acquired. Both operate without will or inten- 
tion, without thought, and therefore may be called 
mechanical principles.”* In another passage, he ex- 
presses himself thus: “I conceive it to be a part of 
our constitution, that what we have been accustomed 
to do, we acquire not only a facility but a proneness 
to do on like occasions; so that it requires a par- 
ticular will or effort to forbear it, but to do it requires 
very often no will at all.” 

The same doctrine is laid down still more explicitly 
by Dr Hartley. “Suppose,” says he, “a person, who 
has a perfectly voluntary command over his fingers, to 
begin to learn to play on the harpsichord. The first 
step 15 to move his fingers, from key to key, with a 
slow motion, looking at the notes, and exerting an 
express act of volition in every motion. By degrees 
the motions cling to one another, and to the im- 
pressions of the notes, in the way of association, so 
often mentioned; the acts of volition growing less and 
less express all the time, till, at last, they become 
evanescent and imperceptible. For an expert per- 
former will play from notes, or ideas laid up in the 
memory, and at the same time carry on a quite differ- 
ent train of thoughts in his mind; or even hold a 
conversation with another. Whence we conclude, that 


a Active Powers, Essay iii., part i. B Ibid. 
chap. 3; Coll. Works, p. 550. 
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there is no intervention of the idea, or state of mind Lect. 
called will.” Cases of this sort Hartley calls “transi- Ric τἢ 
tions of voluntary actions into automatic ones.”* 

The second theory is maintained against the first by The secona 
Mr Stewart ; and 1 think his ΤΑ τ valid, though eRAen 


Ξ »» Validly as 
not his confirmation. “I cannot help thinking it,” against the 


first, by 
he says, “more philosophical to suppose that those Stewart. 
actions which are originally voluntary always continue 
so, although in the case of operations, which are be- 
come habitual in consequence of long practice, we may 
not be able to recollect every different volition. Thus, 
in the case of a performer on the harpsichord, I appre- 
hend that there is an act of the will preceding every 
motion of every finger, although he may not be able 
to recollect these volitions afterwards, and although 
he may, during the time of his performance, be em- 
ployed in carrying on a separate train of thought. For 
it must be remarked, that the most rapid performer 
can, when he pleases, play so slowly as to be able to 
attend to, and to recollect, every separate act of his 
will in the various movements of his fingers ; and he 
can gradually accelerate the rate of his execution till 
he is unable to recollect these acts. Now, in this in- 
stance, one of two suppositions must be made. The 
one is, that the operations in the two cases are carried 
on precisely in the same manner, and differ only in the 
degree of rapidity; and that when this rapidity ex- 
ceeds a certain rate, the acts of the will are too mo- 
mentary to leave any impression on the memory. ‘The 
other is, that when the rapidity exceeds a certain rate, 
the operation is taken entirely out of our hands, and 
is carried on by some unknown power, of the nature 
of which we are as ignorant as of the cause of the cir- 


a Vol. i. pp. 108,109. [Observations on Man, prop. xxi.—Eb. ] 
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culation of the blood, or of the motion of the intestines. 
The last supposition seems to me to be somewhat 
similar to that of a man who should maintain, that 
although a body projected with a moderate velocity 15 
seen to pass through all the intermediate spaces in 
moving from one place to another, yet we are not en- 
titled to conclude that this happens when the body 
moves so quickly as to become invisible to the eye. 
The former supposition is supported by the analogy 
of many other facts in our constitution. Of some of 
these I have already taken notice, and it would be 
easy to add to the number. An expert accountant, 
for example, can sum up, almost with a single glance 
of his eye, a long column of figures. He can tell the 
sum, with unerring certainty, while, at the same time, 
he is unable to recollect any one of the figures of which 
that sum is composed ; and yet nobody doubts that 
each of these fioures has passed through his mind, or 
supposes that when the rapidity of the process becomes 
so great that he is unable to recollect the various steps 
of it, he obtains the result by a sort of inspiration. 
This last supposition would be perfectly analogous to 
Dr Hartley’s doctrine concerning the nature of our 
habitual exertions. 

“The only plausible objection which, I think, can be 
offered to the principles I have endeavoured to estab- 
lish on this subject, is founded on the astonishing 
and almost incredible rapidity they necessarily sup- 
pose in our intellectual operations. When a person, 
for example, reads aloud, there must, according to this 
doctrine, be a separate volition preceding the articu- 
lation of every letter; and it has been found by actual 
trial, that it is possible to pronounce about two thou- 
sand letters in a minute. Is it reasonable to suppose 
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that the mind is capable of so many different acts, in 
an interval of time so very inconsiderable 4 

“ With respect to this objection, it may be observed, 
in the first place, that all arguments against the fore- 
going doctrine with respect to our habitual exertions, 
in so far as they are founded on the inconceivable 
rapidity which they suppose in our intellectual ope- 
rations, apply equally to the common doctrine con- 
cerning our perception of distance by the eye. But 
this is not all. To what does the supposition amount 
which is considered as so incredible? Only to this, 
that the mind is so formed as to be able to carry on 
certain intellectual processes in intervals of time too 
short to be estimated by our faculties ; a supposition 
which, so far from being extravagant, is supported by 
the analogy of many of our most certain conclusions 
in natural philosophy. The discoveries made by the 
microscope have laid open to our senses a world of 
wonders, the existence of which hardly any man would 
have admitted upon inferior evidence; and have gra- 
dually prepared the way for those physical specula- 
tions which explain some of the most extraordinary 
phenomena of nature by means of modifications of 
matter far too subtile for the examination of our organs. 
Why, then, should it be considered as unphilosophical, 
after having demonstrated the existence of various in- 
tellectual processes which escape our attention in con- 
sequence of their rapidity, to carry the supposition a 
little farther, in order to bring under the known laws 
of the human constitution a class of mental operations 
which must otherwise remain perfectly inexplicable ? 
Surely our ideas of time are merely relative, as well 
as our ideas of extension ; nor is there any good reason 
for doubting that, if our powers of attention and me- 
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mory were more perfect than they are, so as to give us 
the same advantage in examining rapid events, which 
the microscope gives for examining minute portions of 
extension, they would enlarge our views with respect 
to the intellectual world, no less than that instrument 
has with respect to the material.”* 

This doctrine of Mr Stewart,—that our acts of 
knowledge are made up of an infinite number of acts 
of attention, that is, of various acts of concentrated 
consciousness, there being required a separate act of 
attention for every minimum possible of knowledge,— 
I have already shown you, by various examples, to 
involve contradictions. In the present instance, its 
admission would constrain our assent to the most 
monstrous conclusions. ‘Take the case of a person 
reading. Now, all of you must have experienced, if 
ever under the necessity of reading aloud, that, if the 
matter be uninteresting, your thoughts, while you are 
going on in the performance of your task, are wholly 
abstracted from the book and its subject, and you are 
perhaps deeply occupied in a train of serious medita- 
tion. Here the process of reading is performed without 
interruption, and with the most punctual accuracy ; 
and, at the same time, the process of meditation is car- 
ried on without distraction or fatigue. Now this, on 
Mr Stewart’s doctrine, would seem impossible, for what 
does his theory suppose? It supposes that separate 
acts of concentrated consciousness or attention, are 
bestowed on each least movement in either process. 
But be the velocity of the mental operations what it 
may, it is impossible to conceive how transitions be- 
tween such contrary operations could be kept up for 
a continuance without fatigue and distraction, even if 


a Elements, vol. i. chap. ii.; Works, vol. ii. p. 127-131. 
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we throw out of account the fact that the acts of at- Lrcr. 
tention to be effectual must be simultaneous, which on ων. Ὁ 
Mr Stewart’s theory is not allowed. 

We could easily give examples of far more complex 
operations ; but this, with what has been previously 
said, I deem sufficient to show, that we must either 
resort to the first theory, which, as nothing but the 
assumption of an occult and incomprehensible prin- 
ciple, in fact explains nothing, or adopt the theory 
that there are acts of mind so rapid and minute as to 
elude the ken of consciousness. 

I shall now say something of the history of this History of 


the doctrine 


opinion. It 15 ἃ curious fact that Locke, in the passage of uncon- 


scious men- 


I read to you a few days ago, attributes this opinion ahs 
to the Cartesians, and he thinks it was employed by 
them to support their doctrine of the ceaseless activity 
of mind.” In this, as in many other points of the Car- 
tesian philosophy, he is, however, wholly wrong. On 
the contrary, the Cartesians made consciousness the 
essence of thought ;? and their assertion that the mind 
always thinks, is, in their language, precisely tanta- 
mount to the assertion that the mind is always con- 
SC1OUS. 

But what was not maintained by the Cartesians, Leibnit, 


. “πὸ . Ξ the first to 
and even in opposition to their doctrine, was advanced proclaim 


by Leibnitz.” To this great philosopher belongs the ‘ainda 
honour of having originated this opinion, and of having 
supplied some of the strongest arguments in its sup- 
port. He was, however, unfortunate in the terms which 
he employed to propound his doctrine. The latent 


modifications,—the unconscious activities of mind, he 


a Essay on Human Understanding, B Descartes, Principia, pt.i. ὃ 9.—ED. 
book ii. c. 1,§ 18,19. The Cartesians Ὑγ Nouveaux Essais, ii. 1. Monado- 
are intended, though not expressly Jogic, ὃ 14. Principes de la Nature 
mentioned.— Ep. et de lu Grace, ὃ 4.—Ep. 
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denominated obscure ideas, obscure representations, 
perceptions without apperception 01) consciousness, 
insensible perceptions, &e. In this he violated the 
universal usage of language. For perception, and idea, 
and representation, all properly involve the notion of 
consciousness, — it being, in fact, contradictory to 
speak of a representation not really represented,—a 
perception not really perceived,—an actual idea of 
whose presence we are not aware. 

The close affinity of mental modifications with per- 
ceptions, ideas, representations, and the consequent 
commutation of these terms, have been undoubtedly 
the reasons why the Leibnitzian doctrine was not 
more generally adopted, and why, in France and in 
Britain, succeeding philosophers have almost admitted 
as a self-evident truth that there can be no modifica- 
tion of mind, devoid of consciousness. As to any 
refutation of the Leibnitzian doctrine, I know of none. 
Condillac is, indeed, the only psychologist who can be 
said to have formally proposed the question. He, 
like Mr Stewart, attempts to explain why it can be 
supposed that the mind has modifications of which we 
are not conscious, by asserting that we are in truth 
conscious of the modification, but that it 1s imme- 
diately forgotten.* In Germany, the doctrine of 
Leibnitz was almost universally adopted. I am not 
aware of a philosopher of the least note, by whom it 
has been rejected. In France, it has, I see, lately 
been broached by M. de Cardaillac,? as a theory of 
his own, and this, his originality, is marvellously 
admitted by authors, hike M. Damiron, whom we 


a Essai sur VOrigine des Connois- B Etudes Elémentaires de Philoso- 
sances Humaines, sect. ii. c. 1, § 4-13. phie,t. ii. pp. 138, 139. 
—Eb. 
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might reasonably expect 
formed.* 


363 


to have been better in- 


It is hardly worth adding, that as the doc- 


trine is not new, so nothing new has been contributed 
to its illustration. To British psychologists, the opinion 


would hardly seem to have been known. 


By none, 


certainly, is it seriously considered.? 


α In the second edition of Dami- 
ron’s Psychologie, (t. i. p. 188), Leib- 
nitz is expressly cited. In the jirst 
edition, however, though the doctrine 
of latency is stated, (t. i. p. 190), there 
is no reference to Leibnitz.—Eb. 

B Qualified exception; Kames’ £3- 
says on the Principles of Morality and 
Natural Religion, part ii. ess. iv., On 
Matter and Spirit, p. 289 to end, (3d 
edit.) [With Kames compare Εἰ, A. Ca- 
rus, Psychologie, ii. p. 185, (edit. 1808). 
Tucker, Light of Nature, i. α. 16, ὃ 4. 
Tralles, De Anime existentis Immate- 
rialitate et Immortalitate, p. 39 et seq. 
On the general subject of acts of mind 
beyond the sphere of consciousness, 
compare Kant, Anthropologie, § 5. 


Reinhold, Theorie des Menschlichen 
Erkenntnissvermigens und Metaphy- 
sik, i. p. 279 et seq. Fries, Anthro- 
pologie, i. p. 77,*(edit. 1820). Schulze, 
Philosophische Wissenschaften, i, p. 16- 
17. H. Schmid, Versuch einer Meta- 
physik der inneren Natur, pp. 29, 282 
et seg. Damiron, Cours de Philosophie, 
i. p. 190, (edit. 1834). Maass, Hinbild- 
ungskraft, § 24, p. 65 et seg., (edit. 
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EECTU RE XLX. 


CONSCIOUSNESS.— GENERAL PHANOMENA.— DIFFICUL- 
TIES AND FACILITIES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDY. 


tect. Ly our last Lecture we were occupied with the last and 
: principal part of the question, Are there mental agen- 
Recapitula- cies beyond the sphere of Consciousness /—in other 
words, Are there modifications of mind unknown in 
themselves, but the existence of which we must 
admit as the necessary causes of known effects? In 
dealing with this question, I showed, first of all, that 
there is indisputable evidence for the general fact, 
that even extensive systems of knowledge may, in 
our ordinary state, lie latent in the mind, beyond the 
sphere of consciousness and will ; but which, in certain 
extraordinary states of organism, may again come 
forward into light, and even engross the mind to the 
exclusion of its everyday possessions. The establish- 
ment of the fact, that there are in the mind latent 
capacities, latent riches, which may occasionally ex- 
ert a powerful and obtrusive agency, prepared us for 
Are there, the question, Are there, in ordinary, latent modifi- 
Tent mode agencies unknown themselves as 


latent modi. cations of mind, 
fications of ° 
mind, con- Pheenomena, but secretly concurring to the produc- 
curring to 


the produe- tlon of manifest effects ἢ This problem, I endeavoured 


tion of : : 
manifest to show you, must be answered in the affirmative. I 
efiects ? 5 5 Ὁ 

took for the medium of proof various operations of 


mind, analysed these, and found as a residuum a 
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certain constituent beyond the sphere of conscious- 
ness, and the reality of which cannot be disallowed, 
as necessary for the realisation of the allowed effect. 
My first examples were taken from the faculty of 
External Perception. I showed you, in relation to all 
the senses, that there is an ultimate perceptible mini- 
mum; that is, that there is no consciousness,—no per- 
ception of the modification determined by its object 
in any sense, unless that object determines in the 
sense a certain quantum of excitement. Now, this 
quantum, though the minimum that can be con- 
sciously perceived, is still a whole composed even of 
an infinity of lesser parts. Conceiving it, however, 
only divided into two, each of these halves is unper- 
ceived,—neither is an object of consciousness ; the 
whole is a percept made up of the unperceived halves. 
The halves must, however, have each produced its 
effect towards the perception of the whole; and, 
therefore, the smallest modification of which con- 
sciousness can take account, necessarily supposes, as 
its constituents, smaller modifications, real, but elud- 
ing the ken of consciousness. Could we magnify the 
discerning power of consciousness, as we can magnify 
the power of vision by the microscope, we might 
enable consciousness to extend its cognisance to modi- 
fications twice, ten times, ten thousand times less, 
than it is now competent to apprehend; but. still 
there must be some limit. And as every mental 
modification is a quantity, and as no quantity can be 
conceived not divisible ad infinitum, we must, even 
on this hypothesis, allow, (unless we assert that the 
ken of consciousness is also infinite), that there are 
modifications of mind unknown in themselves, but 
the necessary coefficients of known results. On the 
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ground of perception, it is thus demonstratively 
proved that latent agencies,—modifications of which 
we are unconscious,—must be admitted as a ground- 
work of the Phenomenology of Mind. 

The fact of the existence of such latent agencies 
being proved in reference to one faculty, the presump- 
tion is established that they exert an influence in all. 
And this presumption holds, even if, in regard to 
some others, we should be unable to demonstrate, in 
so direct and exclusive a manner, the absolute neces- 
sity of their admission. ‘This is shown in regard to 
the Association of Ideas. In order to explain this, I 
stated to you that the laws, which govern the train 
or consecution of thought, are sometimes apparently 
violated ; and that philosophers are perforce obliged, 
in order to explain the seeming anomaly, to interpo- 
late, hypothetically, between the ostensibly suggest- 
ing and the ostensibly suggested thought, certain 
connecting links of which we have no knowledge. 
Now, the necessity of such interpolation being admit- 
ted, as admitted it must be, the question arises, How 
have these connecting thoughts, the reality of which 
is supposed, escaped our cognisance? In explanation 
of this, there can possibly be only two theories. It may 
be said, in the first place, that these intermediate ideas 
did rise into consciousness, operated their suggestion, 
and were then instantaneously forgotten. It may be 
said, in the second place, that these intermediate ideas 
never did rise into consciousness, but, remaining la- 
tent themselves, still served to awaken into conscious- 
ness the thought, and thus explain its suggestion. 

The former of these theories, which is the only one 
whose possibility 1s contemplated in this country, 1 
endeavoured to show you ought not to be admitted, 
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being obnoxious to the most insurmountable objec- 
tions. It violates the whole analogy of consciousness ; 
and must at last found upon a reason which would 
identify it with the second theory. At the same time 
it violates the law of philosophising, called the law of 
Parcimony, which prescribes that a greater number 
of causes are not to be assumed than are necessary 
to explain the phenomena. Now, in the present 
case, if the existence of unconscious modifications,— 
of latent agencies, be demonstratively proved by the 
phenomena of perception, which they alone are com- 
petent to explain, why postulate a second unknown 
cause to account for the phenomena of association, 
when these can be better explained by the one 
cause, which the phenomena of perception compel 
us to admit 1 

The fact of latent agencies being once established, 
and shown to be applicable, as a principle of psycho- 
logical solution, I showed you, by other examples, 
that 1t enables us to account, in an easy and satisfac- 
tory manner, for some of the most perplexing pheeno- 
mena of mind. In particular, I did this by reference 
to our Acquired Dexterities and Habits. In these 
the consecution of the various operations is extremely 
rapid ; but it is allowed on all hands that, though we 
are conscious of the series of operations,—that is, of the 
mental state which they conjunctly constitute,—-of the 
several operations themselves as acts of volition we 
are wholly incognisant. Now, this incognisance may 
be explained, as I stated to you, on three possible 
hypotheses. In the first place, we may say that the 
whole process is effected without either volition, or even 
any action of the thinking principle, it being merely 
automatic or mechanical. ‘The incognisance to be 
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explained is thus involved in this hypothesis. In the 
second place, it may be said that each individual act 
of which the process is made up, is not only an act of 
mental agency, but a conscious act of volition ; but 
that, there being no memory of these acts, they, con- 
sequently, are unknown to us when past. In the 
third place, it may be said that each individual act 
of the process is an act of mental agency, but not of 
consciousness and separate volition. The reason of 
the incognisance is thus apparent. The first opinion is 
unphilosophical, because, in the first place, it assumes 
an occult, an incomprehensible principle, to enable us 
to comprehend the effect. In the second place, ad- 
mitting the agency of the mind in accomplishing the 
series of movements before the habit or dexterity is 
formed, it afterwards takes it out of the hands of the 
mind, in order to bestow it upon another agent. This 
hypothesis thus violates the two great laws of philo- 
sophising,—to assume no occult principle without 
necessity,—to assume no second principle without 
necessity. ‘This doctrine was held by Reid, Hartley, 
and others. 

The second hypothesis, which Mr Stewart adopis, 
is at once complex and contradictory. It supposes a 
consciousness and no memory. In the first place, in 
this it is altogether hypothetical,—it cannot advance 
a shadow of proof in support of the fact which it 
assumes, that an act of consciousness does or can take 
place without any, the least, continuance in memory. 
In the second place, this assumption is disproved by 
the whole analogy of our intellectual nature. It is a 
law of mind, that the intensity of the present conscious- 
ness determines the vivacity of the future memory. 
Memory and consciousness are thus in the direct ratio 
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of each other. On the one hand, looking from cause to 
effect,—vivid consciousness, long memory ; faint con- 
sciousness, short memory; no consciousness, no me- 
mory: and, on the other, looking from effect to cause,— 
long memory, vivid consciousness; short memory, faint 
consciousness ; no memory, no consciousness. ‘Thus, 
the hypothesis which postulates consciousness without 
memory, violates the fundamental laws of our intellec- 
tual being. But, in the third place, this hypothesis is 
not only a psychological solecism,—it is, likewise, a 
psychological pleonasm ; it is at once illegitimate and 
superfuous. As we must admit, from the analogy of 
perception, that efficient modifications may exist with- 
out any consciousness of their existence, and as this 
admission affords a solution of the present problem, the 
hypothesis in question here again violates the law of 
pareimony, by assuming without necessity a plurality of 
principles to account for what one more easily sufiices. 

The third hypothesis, then,—that which employs 
the single principle of latent agencies to account for 
so numerous a class of mental pheenomena,—how does 
it explain the phzenomenon under consideration 1 No- 
thing can be more simple and analogical than its 
solution. As,—to take an example from vision,—in the 
external perception of a stationary object, a certain 
space,—an expanse of surface, is necessary to the mini- 
mum visibile, in other words, an object of sight can- 
not come into consciousness unless it be of a certain 
size ; in like manner, in the internal perception of a 
series of mental operations, a certain time,—a certain 
duration, is necessary for the smallest section of con- 
tinuous energy to which consciousness is competent. 
Some minimum of time must be admitted as the con- 
dition of consciousness; and as time is divisible ad in- 

VOL. I. 2A 
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LECT. Jinitum, whatever minimum be taken, there must be 
admitted to be, beyond the cognisance of conscious- 
ness, intervals of time, in which, if mental agencies 
be performed, these will be latent to consciousness. If 
we suppose that the minimum of time to which con- 
sciousness can descend, be an interval called six, and 
that six different movements be performed in this 
interval, these, it is evident, will appear to conscious- 
ness as a simple indivisible point of modified time ; 
precisely as the snimum visibile appears as an indi- 
visible point of modified space. And, as in the ex- 
tended parts of the minimum visibile, each must 
determine a certain modification on the percipient 
subject, seeing that the effect of the whole is only the 
conjoined effect of its parts; in like manner, the pro- 
tended parts of each conscious instant,—of each dis- 
tinguishable minimum of time,—though themselves 
beyond the ken of consciousness, must contribute to 
give the character to the whole mental state which that 
instant, that minimum, comprises. This being under- 
stood, it is easy to see how we lose the consciousness 
of the several acts, in the rapid succession of many of 
our habits and dexterities. At first, and before the 
habit is acquired, every act is slow, and we are con- 
scious of the effort of deliberation, choice, and volition ; 
by degrees the mind proceeds with less vacillation and 
uncertainty ; at length the acts become secure and 
precise : in proportion as this takes place, the velocity 
of the procedure is increased, and as this acceleration 
rises, the individual acts drop one by one from con- 
sciousness, as we lose the leaves in retiring further and 
further from the tree; and, at last, we are only aware 
of the general state which results from these uncon- 
scious operations, as we can at last only perceive 
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the greenness which results from the unperceived LECT. 
leaves. : 


I have thus endeavoured to recapitulate and vary 
the illustration of this important principle. At pre- 
sent, I can only attempt to offer you such evidence 
of the fact as lies close to the surface. When we 
come to a discussion of the special faculties, you will 
find that this principle affords an explanation of many 
interesting phenomena, and from them receives con- 
firmation in return. 


Before terminating the consideration of the general Three Prin- 
2. cipal Facts 

phzenomena of consciousness, there are Three Principal to benoticed 
Facts which it would be improper altogether to pass tion with 
over without notice, but the full discussion of which ee 
I reserve for that part of the course which is conver- ea 
sant with Metaphysic Proper, and when we come to 
establish upon their foundation our conclusions in 
regard to the Immateriality and Immortality of Mind; 
—I mean the fact of our Mental Existence or Sub- 
stantiality, the fact of our Mental Unity or Individu- 
ality, and the fact of our Mental Identity or Person- 
ality. In regard to these three facts, I shall, at present, 
only attempt to give you a very summary view of 
what place they naturally occupy in our psychological 
system. 

The first of these,—the fact of our own Existence,— 1. Self-Ex- 
I have already incidentally touched on, in giving you δὰ 
a view of the various possible modes in which the fact 
of the Duality of Consciousness may be conditionally 
accepted. 

The various modifications of which the thinking 
subject, Ego, is conscious, are accompanied with the 


feeling, or intuition, or belief,—or by whatever name 
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the conviction may be called,—that I, the thinking 
subject, exist. This feeling has been called by philo- 
sophers the apperception or consciousness of our own 
existence, but, as it is a simple and ultimate fact of 
consciousness, though it be clearly given, it cannot be 
defined or described. And for the same reason that 
it cannot be defined, it cannot be deduced or demon- 
strated; and the apparent enthymeme of Descartes,— 
Cogito ergo sum,—if really intended for an inference, 
-—if really intended to be more than a simple enunci- 
ation of the proposition, that the fact of our existence 
is given in the fact of our consciousness, is either 
tautological, or false. Tautological, because nothing 
is contained in the conclusion which was not ex- 
plicitly given in the premise,—-the premise, Cogzto, 
1 think, being only a grammatical equation of Ego 
sum cogitans, I am, or exist, thinking. False, inas- 
much as there would, in the first place, be postulated 
the reality of thought as a quality or modification, 
and then, from the fact of this modification, inferred 
the fact of existence, and of the existence of a subject ; 
whereas it is self-evident, that in the very possibility 
of a quality or modification, is supposed the reality 
of existence, and of an existing subject. Philoso- 
phers, in general, among whom may be particularly 
mentioned Locke and Leibnitz, have accordingly found 
the evidence in a clear and immediate belief in the 
simple datum of consciousness; and that this was like- 
wise the opinion of Descartes himself, it would not 
be difficult to show.* 


a That Descartes did not intend to Swr le vrai sens du cogito ergo sum ; 
prove the fact of existence from that printed in the earlier editions of the 
of thought, but to state that personal ragments Philosophiques, and in vol. 
existence consists in consciousness, is i. p. 27 of the collected edition of his 
shown in M. Cousin’s Dissertation, works.—Ep. 
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The second fact,—our Mental Unity or Individuality, LECT. 
—is given with equal evidence as the first. As clearly ——— 
as 1 am conscious of existing, so clearly am I conscious wae 
at every moment of my existence, (and never more so 
than when the most heterogeneous mental modifica- 
tions are in a state of rapid succession,) that the 
conscious Ego is not itself a mere modification, nor 
a series of modifications of any other subject, but that 
it is itself something different from all its modifica- 
tions, and a self-subsistent entity. T his feeling, belief, 
datum, or fact of our mental individuality or unity, is 
not more capable of explanation than the feeling or The truth 


of the testi- 


fact of our existence, which it indeed always involves. mony of 


conscious- 


The fact of the deliverance of consciousness to OUTF ness to our 


mental 


mental unity has, of course, never been doubted ; but mity, 
doubted. 

philosophers have been found to doubt its truth. Ac- 

cording to Hume,* our thinking Ego is nothing but Hume. 

a bundle of individual impressions and ideas, out of 

whose union in the imagination, the notion of a whole, 

as of a subject of that which is felt and thought, is 

formed. According to Kant,’ it cannot be properly Kant. 

determined whether we exist as substance or as acci- 

dent, because the datum of individuality is a condition 

of the possibility of our having thoughts and feelings, 

—in other words, of the possibility of consciousness ; 

and, therefore, although consciousness gives,—cannot 

but give, the phzenomenon of individuality, it does 

not follow that this phenomenon may not be only a 

necessary illusion. An articulate refutation of these 

opinions | cannot attempt at present ; but their refu- 

tation is, in fact, involved in their statement. In 


regard to Hume, his sceptical conclusion is only an 


a Treatise of Human Nature, part B Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Trans. 
iv., sect. v., vi.—ED. Dial. Ὁ. ii. c. 1.—Eb. 
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inference from the premises of the doematical philo- 
sophers, who founded their systems on a violation or 
distortion of the facts of consciousness. His conclusion 
is, therefore, refuted in the refutation of their premises, 
which is accomplished in the simple exposition that 
they at once found on, and deny, the veracity of con- 
sciousness. And by this objection the doctrine of Kant 
is overset. For if he attempts to philosophise, he must 
assert the possibility of philosophy. But the possibil- 
ity of philosophy supposes the veracity of conscious- 
ness as to the contents of its testimony ; therefore, in 
disputing the testimony of consciousness to our mental 
unity and substantiality, Kant disputes the possibility 
of philosophy, and, consequently, reduces his own at- 
tempts at philosophising to absurdity. 

The third datum under consideration is the Identity 
of Mind or Person. ‘This consists in the assurance we 
have, from consciousness, that our thinking go, not- 
withstanding the ceaseless changes of state or modifi- 
cation, of which it is the subject, is essentially the same 
thing,—the same person, at every period of its exist- 
ence. On this subject, laying out of account certain 
subordinate differences on the mode of stating the fact, 
philosophers, in general, are agreed. Locke,“ in the 
Essay on the Human Understanding; Leibnitz,’ in the 
Nouveaux Essais ; Butler,’ and Reid,° are particularly 
worthy of attention. In regard to this deliverance of 
consciousness, the truth of which is of vital importance, 
affording, as it does, the basis of moral responsibility 
and hope of immortality,—it is, like the last, denied 
by Kant to afford a valid ground of scientific certainty. 


a Book ii. ec. 27, especially ὃ 9 et y Analogy, Diss. i, Of Personal 
seq.—ED. Identity.— Ep. 
B Liv. ii. ο. 27.—Ep. ὃ Int. Powers, Essay iii. ec. 4, 6.—ED. 
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He maintains that there is no cogent proof of the sub- ΠΕΟΤ. 
stantial permanence of our thinking self, because the ee 
feeling of identity is only the condition under which 
thought is possible. Kant’s doubt in regard to the 
present fact is refuted in the same manner as his doubt 

in regard to the preceding, and there are also a num- 

ber of special grounds on which it can be shown to 

be untenable. But of these at another time. 


We have now terminated the consideration of Con- 
sciousness as the general faculty of thought, and as 
the only instrument and only source of Philosophy. 

But before proceeding to treat of the Special Faculties, The pecu- 

it may be proper here to premise some observations in tes πὶ ἢ 
relation to the peculiar Difficulties and peculiar Facili- yale 
ties which we may expect in the application of con- ne 
sciousness to the study of its own phenomena. I shall 

first speak of the difficulties. 

The first difficulty in psychological observation arises I, Diffcul 
from this, that the conscious mind is at once the ob- — 
serving subject and the object observed. What are the 
consequences of this? In the first place, the mental 
energy, instead of being concentrated, is divided, and 
divided in two divergent directions. The state of 1. The con- 
mind observed, and the act of mind observing, are ort 
mutually in an inverse ratio; each tends to annihilate eae 
the other. Is the state to be observed intense, all chsened. 
reflex observation is rendered impossible ; the mind 
cannot view as a spectator; it is wholly occupied as 
an agent or patient. On the other hand, exactly in 
proportion as the mind concentrates its force in the 
act of reflective observation, in the same proportion 
must the direct phenomenon lose in vivacity, and, 


consequently, in the precision and individuality of its 
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character. This difficulty is manifestly insuperable in 
those states of mind, which, of their very nature, as 
suppressing consciousness, exclude all contemporaneous 
and voluntary observation, as in sleep and fainting. 
In states like dreaming, which allow at least of a 
mediate, but, therefore, only of an imperfect observa- 
tion, through recollection, it is not altogether exclu- 
sive. In all states of strong mental emotion, the passion 
is itself to a certain extent a negation of the tranquil- 
lity requisite for observation, so that we are thus 
impaled on the awkward dilemma,—either we possess 
the necessary tranquillity for observation, with little 
or nothing to observe, or there is something to observe, 
but we have not the necessary tranquillity for obser- 
vation. All this is completely opposite in our obser- 
vation of the external world. ‘There the objects lie 
always ready for our inspection ; and we have only 
to open our eyes and guard ourselves from the use of 
hypotheses and green spectacles, to carry our obser- 
vations to an easy and successful termination.* 

In the second place, in the study of external nature, 
several observers may associate themselves in the pur- 
suit; and it is well known how co-operation and mutual 
sympathy preclude tedium and languor, and brace up 
the faculties to their highest vigour. Hence the old 
proverb, wnus homo, nullus homo. “ As iron,’ says 
Solomon, “sharpeneth iron, so a man sharpeneth the 
understanding of his friend.” “In my opinion,” says 
Plato,” “it is well expressed by Homer, 


‘By mutual confidence and mutual aid 
Great deeds are done, and great discoveries made ;’ 


a [Cf. Biunde, Versuch einer syste- B Proverbs, xxvii. 17. The autho- 
matischen Behandlung der empirisch- rised version is countenance.—Ep. 
en Psychologie, i. p. 55.] Ὑ Protagoras, p. 348.—Ep. 
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for if we labour in company, we are always more LECcT. 
prompt and capable for the investigation of any hidden ase 
matter. Butif a man works out anything by solitary 
meditation, he forthwith goes about to find some one 

with whom he may commune, nor does he think his 
discovery assured until confirmed by the acquiescence 

of others.” Aristotle,“ in like manner, referring to 

the same passage of Homer, gives the same solution. 
“Social operation,” he says, “ renders us more energetic 

both in thought and action ;” a sentiment which is 
beautifully illustrated by Ovid,? 


“ Scilicet ingeniis aliqua est concordia junctis, 
Et servat studii feedera quisque sui. 
Utque meis numeris tua dat facundia nervos, 
Sic venit a nobis in tua verba nitor.” 


Of this advantage the student of Mind is in a great 
measure deprived. He who would study the internal 
world must isolate himself in the solitude of his own 
thought ; and for man, who, as Aristotle observes,” is 
more social by nature than any bee or ant, this isola- 
tion is not only painful in itself, but, in place of 
strengthening his powers, tends to rob them of what 
maintains their vigour, and stimulates their exertion. 

In the third place, “in the study of the material 3. No fact 
universe, it is not necessary that each observer should eae 
himself make every observation. The phenomena are ἘΠ 
here so palpable and so easily described, that the a 
experience of one observer suffices to make the facts 
which he has witnessed intelligible and credible to all. 

In point of fact, our knowledge of the external world 
is taken chiefly upon trust. The phenomena of the 


a Eth. Nic., viii. 1. ΟἿ, abid., ix. 9. B Epist. ex Ponto, ii. v. 59, 69.—Ep. 
—Ep. y Polit., i. 2.—Ep. 
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internal world, on the contrary, are not thus capable 
of being described ; all that the first observer can do 
is to lead others to repeat his experience: in the 
science of mind, we can believe nothing upon autho- 
rity, take nothing upon trust. In the physical sciences, 
a fact viewed in different aspects and in different cir- 
cumstances, by one or more observers of acknowledged 
sagacity and good faith, is not only comprehended as 
clearly by those who have not seen it for themselves, 
but is also admitted without hesitation, independently 
of all personal verification. Instruction thus suffices 
to make it understood, and the authority of the testi- 
mony carries with it a certainty which almost pre- 
cludes the possibility of doubt. 

“ But this is not the case in the philosophy of mind. 
On the contrary, we can here neither understand nor 
believe at second-hand. ‘Testimony can impose no- 
thing on its own authority ; and instruction is only 
instruction when it enables us to teach ourselves. A 
fact of consciousness, however well observed, however 
clearly expressed, and however great may be our con- 
fidence in its observer, is for us as nothing, until, by 
an experience of our own, we have observed and re- 
cognised it ourselves. Till this be done we cannot 
comprehend what it means, far less admit it to be 
true. Hence it follows that, in philosophy proper, 
instruction is limited to an indication of the position 
in which the pupil ought to place himself, in order by 
his own observation to verify for himself the facts 
which his instructor pronounces true.” * 

In the fourth place, the pheenomena of consciousness 
are not arrested during observation, —they are in a 
ceaseless and rapid flow; each state of mind is in- 

a Cardaillac, Etudes de Philosophie, i. p. 6. 
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divisible, but for a moment, and there are not two Lect. 
states or two moments of whose precise identity we 
can be assured. Thus, before we can observe a modi- 4. Pheno- 


mena of 


fication, it is already altered ; nay, the very intention conscious. 


Ξ ᾽ς ness not 
of observing it, suffices for the change. It hence re- arrested | 
5 auring Ob- 
sults that the phenomenon can only be studied through servation, 


but only to 


its reminiscence ; but memory reproduces it often be studied 
very imperfectly, and always in lower vivacity and memory. 
precision. The objects of the external world, on the 

other hand, either remain unaltered during our ob- 
servation, or can be renewed without change ; and 

we can leave off at will and recommence our investi- 
gation without detriment to its result.* 

In the fifth place, “The phenomena of the mental 5. Presented 
world are not, like those of the material, placed by eeu a 
the side of each other in space. They want that form 
by which external objects attract and fetter our atten- 
tion ; they appear only in rows on the thread of time, 
occupying their fleeting moment, and then vanishing 
into oblivion ; whereas, external objects stand before 
us steadfast, and distinct, and simultaneous, in all the 
life and emphasis of extension, figure, and colour.” ? 

In the sixth place, the perceptions of the different 6. Naturally 
qualities of external objects are decisively discrimi- each other, 
nated by different corporeal organs, so that colowy, presented in 
sound, solidity, odour, flavour, are, in the sensations ee 
themselves, contrasted, without the possibility of con- 
fusion. In an individual sense, on the contrary, it is 
not always easy to draw the line of separation be- 
tween its perceptions, as these are continually running 
into each other. Thus red and yellow are, in their 
extreme points, easily distinguished, but the transition 


a [Ancillon, Nouv. Meélanges, ii. 102. B[Biunde, Psychologie, vol. i. p. 
Cardaillac, tudes de Philos., i. 8, 4.1] 56.) 
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point from one to the other is not precisely deter- 
mined. Now, in our internal observation, the mental 
phenomena cannot be discriminated like the percep- 
tions of one sense from the perceptions of another, but 
only like the perceptions of the same. Thus the 
phenomenon of feeling,—of pleasure or pain, and the 
phzenomenon of desire, are, when considered in their 
remoter divergent aspects, manifestly marked out 
and contradistinguished as different original modifica- 
tions ; whereas, when viewed on their approximating 
side, they are seen to slide so insensibly into each other, 
that it becomes impossible to draw between them any 
accurate line of demarcation. Thus the various quali- 
ties of our internal life can be alone discriminated by 
a mental process called Abstraction ; and abstraction 
is exposed to many liabilities of error. Nay, the 
various mental operations do not present themselves 
distinct and separate; they are all bound up in the 
same unity of action; and as they are only possible 
through each other, they cannot, even in thought, be 
dealt with as isolated and apart. In the perception of 
an external object, the qualities are, indeed, likewise 
presented by the different senses in connection, as, for 
example, vinegar is at once seen as yellow, felt as 
liquid, tasted as sour, and so on; nevertheless, the 
qualities easily allow themselves in abstraction to be 
viewed as really separable, because they are all the 
properties of an extended and divisible body ; where- 
as in the mind, thoughts, feelings, desires, do not 
stand separate, though in juxtaposition, but every 
mental act contains at once all these qualities, as the 
constituents of its indivisible simplicity. 

In the seventh place, the act of reflection on our 
internal modifications is not accompanied with that 
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frequent and varied sentiment of pleasure, which we LECT. 
experience from the impression of external things. 
1 7. The act 
Self-observation costs us a greater effort, and has less οἱ peflection 
'SS of reflectio 
excitement than the contemplation of the material jinica wi 


panied with 


da 
world ; and the higher and more refined gratification ΠΡ einen 


and varied 


us Ms e . . ΓΕ . x τ 
which it supplies when its habit has been once formed, τἸοικτοις, 


2 pleasure, 


cannot be conceived by those who have not as yet ὙΠΙΡΟ γα 


experience 


been trained to its enjoyment.* “The first part of our Some 


impression 
life is fled before we possess the capacity of reflective of externa 
observation; while the impressions which, from earliest 
infancy, we receive from material objects, the wants 
of our animal nature, and the prior development of 
our external senses, all contribute to concentrate, 
even from the first breath of life, our attention on the 
world without. The second passes without our caring 
to observe ourselves. The outer life is too agreeable 
to allow the soul to tear itself from its gratifications, 
and return frequently upon itself. And at the period 
when the material world has at length palled upon 
the senses, when the taste and the desire of reflection 
gradually become predominant, we then find ourselves, 
in a certain sort, already made up, and it is impossible 
for us to resume our life from its commencement, and 
to discover how we have become what we now are.”? 
“ Hitherto external objects have exclusively riveted 
our attention; our organs have acquired the flexi- 
bility requisite for this peculiar kind of observation ; 
we have learned the method, acquired the habit, and 
feel the pleasure which results from performing what 
we perform with ease. But let us recoil upon our- 
selves ; the scene changes ; the charm is gone; difh- 
culties accumulate, all that is done is done irksomely 


a[Biunde, Psychologie, i. p. 56.] B[Ancillon, Nouv. Mélanges, t. ii. p. 108.) 
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and with effort ; in a word, everything within repels, 
everything without attracts; we reach the age of man- 
hood without being taught another lesson than read- 
ing what takes place without and around us, whilst 
we possess neither the habit nor the method of study- 
ing the volume of our own thoughts.”’* “For a long 
time, we are too absorbed in life to be able to detach 
ourselves from it in thought; and when the desires 
and the feelings are at length weakened or tranquil- 
lised,—when we are at length restored to ourselves, 
we can no longer judge of the preceding state, because 
we can no longer reproduce or replace it. Thus it is 
that our life, in a philosophical sense, runs like water 
through our fingers. We are carried along lost, 
whelmed in our life; we live, but rarely see ourselves 
to live. 

“ The reflective Ego, which distinguishes self from 
its transitory modifications, and which separates the 
spectator from the spectacle of life, which it is con- 
tinually representing to itself, is never developed in 
the majority of mankind at all, and even in the 
thoughtful and reflective few, it is formed only at a 
mature period, and is even then only in activity by 
starts and at intervals.”? 

But Philosophy has not only peculiar difficulties, it 
has also peculiar facilities. ‘There is indeed only one 
external condition on which it is dependent, and that 
is language; and when, in the progress of civilisation, 
a language is once formed of a copiousness and 
pliability capable of embodying its abstractions with- 
out figurative ambiguity, then a genuine philosophy 
may commence. With this one condition all is given; 


a[Cardaillac, Etudes de Philosophie, B [Ancillon, Nouv. Mélanges, t. ii. 
Ὁ. By oi pp: 108, 104, 105.] 
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the Philosopher requires for his discoveries no pre- 
liminary preparations,—no apparatus of instruments 
and materials. He has no new events to seek as the 
Historian ; no new combinations to form as the Mathe- 
matician. ‘The Botanist, the Zoologist, the Mineralo- 
gist, can accumulate only by care, and trouble, and 
expense, an inadequate assortment of the objects neces- 
sary for their labours and observations. But that 
most important and interesting of all studies of which 
man himself is the object, has no need of anything 
external ; it is only necessary that the observer enter 
into his inner self in order to find there all he stands 
in need of, or rather it is only by doing this that he 
can hope to find anything at all. If he only effec- 
tively pursue the method of observation and analysis, 
he may even dispense with the study of philosophical 
systems. This is at best only useful as a mean to- 
wards a deeper and more varied study of himself, and 
is often only a tribute paid by philosophy to erudi- 
tion.” 


a [Cf. Fries, Logik, § 126, p. 587 Ul Etude de la Philosophie, t. i., Disc. 
(edit. 1819). Thurot, Introduction ἃ Prél. p. 35.] 
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I. A—FRAGMENT ON ACADEMICAL HONOURS—(1836). 
(See Vol. I. p. 18.) 


BEFORE commencing the Lecture of to-day, I would occupy a few 
minutes with a matter in which I am confident you generally feel 
an interest ;—I refer to the Academical Honours to be awarded to 
those who approve their zeal and ability in the business of the Class. 
After what I formerly had occasion to say, I conceive it wholly 
unnecessary now to attempt any proof of the fact,—that it is not 
by anything done by others for you, but by what alone you do for 
yourselves, that your intellectual improvement must be determined. 
Reading and listening to Lectures are only profitable, inasmuch as 
they afford you the means and the occasions of exerting your facul- 
ties —for these faculties are only developed in proportion as they 
are exercised, This is a principle I take for granted. 

A second fact, I am assured you will also allow me to assume, 
is, that although strenuous energy is the one condition of all 
improvement,—yet this energy is, at first and for a long time, 
comparatively painful. Τύ is painful, because it is imperfect. But 
as it is gradually perfected, it becomes gradually more pleasing, 
and when finally perfect, that is, when its power is fully developed, 
it is purely pleasurable ; for pleasure is nothing but the concomi- 
tant or reflex of the unforced and unimpeded energy of a faculty 
or habit,—the degree of pleasure being always in proportion to the 
degree of such energy. The great problem in education is, there- 
fore, how to induce the pupil to undertake and go through with a 
course of exertion, in its result good and even agreeable, but imme- 
diately and in itself, irksome. There is no royal road to learning. 
“The gods,” says Epicharmus,? “ sell us everything for toil ;” and 


a Xenophon, Memorabilia, ii. 1. 20.—Ep. 
VOU, I. 2B 
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the curse inherited from Adam,—that in the sweat of his face man 
should eat his bread,—is true of every human acquisition. Hesiod, 
not less beautifully than philosophically, sings of the painful com- 
mencement, and the pleasant consummation, of virtue, in the pas- 
sage of which the following is the commencement :— 

Τῆς δ᾽ ᾿Αρετῆς ἱδρῶτα θεοὶ προπάροιθεν ἔθηκαν 

᾿Αθάνατοι: a 
(a passage which, it will be recollected, Milton has not less beauti- 
fully imitated) :β and the Latin poet has, likewise, well expressed 
the principle, touching literary excellence in particular :— 


— “ Gaudent sudoribus artes 
Et sua difficilem reddunt ad limina cursum.’’ y 


But as the pain is immediate, while the profit and the pleasure are 
remote, you will grant, I presume, without difficulty, a third fact, 
that the requisite degree and continuance of effort can only be 
insured, by applying a stimulus to counteract and overcome the 
repressive effect of the feeling with which the exertion is for a sea- 
son accompanied. <A fourth fact will not be denied, that emula- 
tion and the love of honour constitute the appropriate stimulus in 
education. These affections are of course implanted in man for the 
wisest purposes; and, though they may be misdirected, the in- 
ference from the possibility of their abuse to the absolute inexpe- 
diency of their employment, is invalid. However disguised, their 
influence is universal :— 

“ Ad has se 

Romanus, Graiusque, et Barbarus induperator 

Erexit: causas discriminis atque laboris 

Inde habuit ;” ὃ 
and Cicero shrewdly remarks, that the philosophers themselves pre- 
fix their names to the very books they write on the contempt of 
glory. These passions actuate most powerfully the noblest minds. 
“ Optimos mortalium,” ¢ says the father of the Senate to Tiberius,— 
“Optimos mortalium altissima cupere : contemptu fame contemni 


a Opera et Dies, 287.—Ep. y B. Mantuanus, Carmen de suscepto 
B Sir W. Hamilton here probably Zheologico Magisterio,—Opera, Antver- 
refers to the lines in Lycidas,— pie, 1576, tom. i. p. 174.—Ep. 
“Fame is the spur that the clear spirit δ Juvenal, Sat., x. 1388.—Ep. 
doth raise,” &c. e Pro Archia, c. 11.—Eb. 
—ED. ¢ Tacitus, Ann., iv. 88.—Eb. 
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virtutes.” ‘“ Natura,” says Seneca,« “ gloriosa est virtus, et anteire 
priores cupit ;” and Cicero, in more proximate reference to our 
immediate object,—“ Honor alit artes omnesque incenduntur ad 
studia gloria.” But, though their influence be universal, it is 
most powerfully conspicuous in the young, of whom Aristotle has 
noted it as one of the most discriminating characteristics, that they 
are lovers of honour, but still more lovers of victory.7 If, there- 
fore, it could be but too justly proclaimed of man in general :— 
—— “ Quis enim virtutem amplectitur ipsam, 
Preemia si tollas?” ὃ 

it was least of all to be expected that youth should do so. “In 
learning,” says the wisdom of Bacon, “ the flight will be [low and] 
slow without some feathers of ostentation.”* Nothing, therefore, 
could betray a greater ignorance of human nature, or a greater 
negligence in employing the most efficient mean within its grasp, 
than for any seminary of education to leave unapplied these great 
promoting principles of activity, and to take for granted that its 
pupils would act precisely as they ought, though left with every in- 
ducement strong against, and without any sufficient motive in 
favour of, exertion. 

Now, I express, I believe, the universal sentiment, both within 
and without these walls, in saying, that this University has been 
unhappily all too remiss, in leaving the most powerful mean of 
academical education nearly, if not altogether, unemployed. You 
will observe I use the term University in contradiction to indivi- 
dual Professors, for many of these have done much in this respect, 
and all of them, I believe, are satisfied that a great deal more ought 
to be done. But it is not in the power of individual instructors to 
accomplish what can only be accomplished by the public institu- 
tion. The rewards proposed to meritorious effort are not suffi- 
ciently honourable ; and the efforts to which they are frequently 
accorded, not of the kind or degree to be of any great or general 
advantage. I shall explain myself. 

A distinction is sought after with a zeal proportioned to its 
value ; and its value is measured by the estimation which it holds 
in public opinion. Now, though there are prizes given in many of 


a De Beneficiis, 111. 86.—Ep. δ Juvenal, Sat., x. 141.—Ep. 
B Tusc. Queest., 1. 2.—Ep. e Essay liv. Of Vain Glory.—Ep. 
y Rhet., ii. 12.—Ep. 
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our classes, nothing has been done to give them proper value by 
raising them in public estimation. They are not conferred as mat- 
ters of importance by any external solemnity ; they are not con- 
ferred in any general meeting of the University ; far less under 
circumstances which make their distribution a matter of public 
curiosity and interest. Compared to the publicity that might 
easily have been secured, they are left, so to speak, to be given in 
holes and corners ; and while little thought of to-day, are wholly 
forgotten to-morrow ; so that the wonder only is, that what the 
University has thus treated with such apparent contempt, should 
have awakened even the inadequate emulation that has been so 
laudably displayed. Of this great defect in our discipline, I may 
safely say that every Professor is aware, and it is now actually 
under the consideration of the Senatus, what are the most expe- 
dient measures to obtain a system of means of full efficiency for 
the encouragement and reward of academical merit. It will, of 
course, form the foundation of any such improvement, that the dis- 
tribution of prizes be made an act of the University at large ; and 
one of the most public and imposing character. By this means a 
far more powerful emulation will be roused ; a spirit which will 
not be limited to a certain proportion of the students, but will 
more or less pervade the whole,—nay, not merely the students 
themselves, but their families; so that when this system is 
brought to its adequate perfection, it will be next to impossible 
for a young man of generous dispositions not to put forth every 
energy to raise himself as high as possible in the scale of so hon- 
ourable a competition. 

But, besides those which can only be effected by an act of the 
whole University, important improvements may, I think, be accom- 
plished in this respect in the several classes. In what I now say, 
I would not be supposed to express any opinion in regard to other 
classes ; but confine my observations to one under the circum- 
stances of our own. 

In the first place, then, I am convinced that excitement and re- 
wards are principally required to promote a general and continued 
diligence in the ordinary business of the class. I mean, therefore, 
that the prizes should with us be awarded for general eminence, 
as shown in the Examinations and Exercises ; and I am averse on 
principle from proposing any premium during the course of the 
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sessional labours for single and detached efforts. The effect of 
this would naturally be to distract attention from what ought to 
be the principal and constant object of occupation ; and if honour 
is to be gained by an irregular and transient spirit of activity, 
less encouragement will necessarily be afforded to reeular and 
sedulous application. Prizes for individual Essays, for Written 
Analyses of important books, and for Oral Examination on their 
contents, may, however, with great advantage, be proposed as 
occupation during the summer vacation; and this I shall do. But 
the honours of the Winter Session must belong to those who have 
regularly gone through its toils. 

In the second place, the value of the prizes may be greatly en- 
hanced by giving them greater and more permanent publicity. A 
very simple mode, and one which I mean to adopt, is to record 
upon a tablet each year, the names of the successful competitors ; 
this tablet to be permanently affixed to the walls of the class-room, 
while a duplicate may, in like manner, be placed in the Common 
Reading-Room of the Library. 

In the third place, the importance of the prizes for general 
eminence in the business of the class may be considerably raised, 
by making the competitors the judges of merit among themselves. 
This I am persuaded is a measure of the very highest efficiency. 
On theory I would argue this, and in practice it has been fully 
verified. On this head, I shall quote to you the experience of my 
venerated preceptor, the late Professor Jardine of Glasgow,—a 
man, I will make bold to say, who, in the chair of Logic of that 
University, did more for the intellectual improvement of his 
pupils than any other public instructor in this country within 
the memory of man. ‘This he did not accomplish either by great 
erudition or great philosophical talent,—though he was both a 
learned and an able thinker,—but by the application of that pri- 
mary principle of education, which, wherever employed, has been 
employed with success,—I mean the determination of the pupil to 
self-activity,—doing nothing for him which he is able to do for him- 
self. This principle, which has been always inculcated by theorists 
on education, has, however, by few been carried fully into effect. 


“ One difficult and very important part,” says Mr Jardine,a “ in adminis- 
tering the system of prizes, still remains to be stated; and this is the 


a Outlines of Philosophical Education, &c., pp. 884, 385; 387, 389. 
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method by which the different degrees of merit are determined, a point in 
which any error with regard to principle, or suspicion of practical mistake, 
would completely destroy all the good effects aimed at by the establishment 
in question. It has been already mentioned, that the qualifications which 
form the ground of competition for the class prizes, as they are sometimes 
called, and which are to be distinguished from the university prizes, are 
diligence, regularity of attendance, general eminence at the daily examina- 
tions, and in the execution of themes, propriety of academical conduct, and 
habitual good manners ; and, on these heads, it is very obvious, a judgment 
must be pronounced either by the professor, or by the students themselves, 
as no others have access to the requisite information. 

“Tt may be imagined, at first view, that the office of judge would be 
best performed by the professor ; but, after long experience, and much 
attention to the subject in all its bearings, I am inclined to give a decided 
preference to the exercise of this right as vested in the students. Were 
the professor to take this duty upon himself, it would be impossible, even 
with the most perfect conviction, on the part of the students, that his 
judgment and candour were unimpeachable, to give satisfaction to all par- 
ties ; while, on the other hand, were there the slightest reason to suspect 
his impartiality in either of these points, or the remotest ground for insinu- 
ation that he gave undue advantage to any individuals, in bringing forward 
their claims to the prejudice of others, the charm of emulation would be 
dissolved at once, and every future effort among his pupils would be 
enfeebled. 


ΩΣ Χ * * * * 


“ The indispensable qualities of good judges, then, are a competent know- 
ledge of the grounds upon which their judgment is to rest, and a firm 
resolution to determine on the matter before them with strict impartiality. 
It is presumed that the students, in these respects, are sufficiently qualified. 
They are every-day witnesses of the manner in which the business of the 
class goes on, and have, accordingly, the best opportunities of judging as 
to the merits of their fellow-students ; they have it in their power to ob- 
serve the regularity of their attendance, and the general propriety of their 
conduct ; they hear the questions which are put, with the answers which 
are given ; their various themes are read aloud, and observations are made 
on them from the chair. They have, likewise, an opportunity of comparing 
the respective merits of all the competitors, in the extemporaneous exer- 
cises of the class ; and they, no doubt, hear the performances of one another 
canvassed in conversation, and made the subject of acomparative estimate. 
Besides, as every individual is, himself, deeply interested, it is not possible 
but that he should pay the closest attention to what is going on around 
him ; whilst he cannot fail to be aware that he, in like manner, is con- 
stantly observed by others, and subjected to the ordeal of daily criticism. 
In truth, the character, the abilities, the diligence, and progress of students 
are as well known to one another, before the close of the session, as their 
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faces. There cannot, therefore, be any deficiency as to means of informa- 
tion, to enable them to act the part of enlightened and upright judges. 

“But they likewise possess the other requisite for an equitable decision ; 
for the great majority have really a desire to judge honourably and fairly 
on the merit of their fellows. The natural candour and generosity of youth, 
the sense of right and obligations of justice, are not yet so perverted, by 
bad example and the ways of the world, as to permit any deliberate inten- 
tion of violating the integrity on which they profess to act, or any wish to 
conspire in supporting an unrighteous judgment. There is greater danger, 
perhaps, that young persons, in their circumstances, may allow themselves 
to be influenced by friendship or personal dislike, rather than by the pure 
and unbiassed sense of meritorious exertion, or good abilities ; but, on the 
other hand, when an individual considers of how little consequence his 
single vote will be among so many, it is not at all likely that he will be 
induced to sacrifice it either to friendship or to enmity. There are, how- 
ever, no perfect judges in any department of human life, Prejudices and 
unperceived biasses make their way into the minds even of the most up- 
right of our fellow-creatures ; and there can be no doubt that votes are 
sometimes thrown away, or injudiciously given, by young students in the 
Logic class. Still, these little aberrations are never found to disturb the 
operation of the general principle on which the scale of merit is determined, 
and the list of honours filled up.” 


Now, Gentlemen, from what I know of you, I think it almost 
needless to say, that, in confiding to you a function, on the intelli- 
gent and upright discharge of which the value and significance of 
the prizes will wholly depend, I do this without any anxiety for 
the result. Iam sure at least that if aught be wanting, the defect 
will be found neither in your incompetency nor in your want of will. 

And here I would conclude what I propose to say to you on 
this subject ; (this has extended toa far greater length than I anti- 
cipated) ; I would conclude with a most earnest exhortation to 
those who may be discouraged from coming forward as competi- 
tors for academical honours, from a feeling or a fancy of inferiority. 
In the first place, 1 would dissuade them from this, because they 
may be deceived in the estimate of their own powers. Many 
individuals do not become aware of their own talents, till placed 
in circumstances which compel them to make strenuous exertion. 
Then they and those around them discover the mistake. In the 
second place, even though some of you may now find yourselves 
somewhat inferior to others, do not for a moment despair of 
the future. The most powerful minds are frequently of a tardy 
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development, and you may rest assured, that the sooner and more 
vigorously you exercise your faculties, the speedier and more com- 
plete will be their evolution. In the third place, I exhort you to 
remember that the distinctions now to be gained, are on their own 
account principally valuable as means towards an end,—as motives 
to induce you to cultivate your powers by exercise. All of you, 
even though nearly equal, cannot obtain equal honours in the 
struggle ; but all of you will obtain advantage equally substantial, 
if you all—what is wholly in your own power—equally put forth 
your energies to strive. And though you should all endeavour to 
be first, let me remind you, in the words of Cicero, that :—“ Prima 
sequentem, pulchrum est in secundis, tertiisque consistere.’’” 


B.—_FRAGMENTS ON THE SCOTTISH PHILOSOPHY. 


(a.) Portion or InrTRopucToRY LECTURE (1836). 


Before entering on the proposed subjects of consideration, I 
must be allowed a brief preliminary digression. In entering on a 
course of the Philosophy of Mind,—of Philosophy Proper,—we 
ought not, as Scotsmen, to forget that on this is, and always has 
been, principally founded the scientific reputation of Scotland; and, 
therefore, that independently of the higher claims of this philosophy 
to attention, it would argue almost a want of patriotism in us, 
were we to neglect a study with the successful cultivation of which 
our country, and in particular this University, have been so honour- 
ably associated. 

Whether it be that the characteristic genius of our nation,—the 
prefervidum Scotorum ingeniwm,—was more capable of power- 
ful effort than of persevering industry, and, therefore, carried us 
more to studies of principle than studies of detail; or, (what is 
more probable), that institutions and circumstances have been 
here less favourable, than in other countries, for the promotion of 
erudition and research ; certain it is that the reputation for intel- 


a Orator, 0. i. 
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lectual capacity which Scotland has always sustained among the 
nations of Europe, is founded far less on the achievements of her 
sons in learning and scholarship, than on what they have done, or 
shown themselves capable of doing, in Philosophy Proper and its 
dependent sciences. 

In former ages, Scotland presented but few objects for scientific 
and literary ambition; and Scotsmen of intellectual enterprise 
usually sought in other countries, that education, patronage, and 
applause, which were denied them in their own. [ is, indeed, an 
honourable testimony to the natural vigour of Scottish talent, that, 
while Scotland afforded so little encouragement for its production, 
a complement so large in amount and of so high a quality should 
have been, as it were, spontaneously supplied. During the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries, there was hardly to be found a 
Continental University without a Scottish professor. It was, 
indeed, a common saying, that a Scottish pedlar and a Scottish 
professor were everywhere to be met with. France, however, was 
long the great nursery of Scottish talent ; and this even after the 
political and religious estrangement of Scotland from her ancient 
ally, by the establishment of the Reformation and the accession of 
the Scottish monarch to the English crown; and the extent of this 
foreign patronage may be estimated from the fact, that a single 
prelate,—the illustrious Cardinal du Perron,—is recorded to have 
found places in the seminaries of France for a greater number of 
literary Scotsmen than all the schools and universities of Scotland 
maintained at home.* 

But this favour to our countrymen was not without its reasons; 
and the ground of partiality was not their superior erudition. 
. What principally obtained for them reputation and patronage 
abroad, was their dialectical and metaphysical acuteness ; and this 
they were found so generally to possess, that philosophical talent 
becaine almost a proverbial attribute of the nation. 

During the ascendant of the Aristotelic philosophy, and so long 
as dexterity in disputation was considered the highest academical 
accomplishment, the logical subtlety of our countrymen was in 
high and general demand. But they were remarkable less as 
writers than as instructors; for were we to consider them only in 
the former capacity, the works that now remain to us of these 


a See Discussions, p. 120.—Ep. B See Discussions, Ὁ. 119.—Eb. 
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expatriated philosophers,—these Scotti extra Scotuam agentes,— 
though neither few nor unimportant, would still never enable us 
to account for the high and peculiar reputation which the Scottish 
dialecticians so long enjoyed throughout Europe. 

Such was the literary character of Scotland, before the establish- 
ment of her intellectual independence, and such has it continued 
to the present day. In illustration of this, I cannot now attempt 
a comparative survey of the contributions made by this country 
and others to the different departments of knowledge, nor is it 
necessary ; for no one, I am assured, will deny that it is only in 
the Philosophy of Mind that a Scotsman has established an epoch, 
or that Scotland, by the consent of Europe, has bestowed her name 
upon a School. | 

The man who gave the whole philosophy of Europe a new 
impulse and direction, and to whom, mediately or immediately, 
must be referred every subsequent advance in philosophical specu- 
lation, was our countryman,—David Hume. In speaking of this 
illustrious thinker, I feel anxious to be distinctly understood. 1 
would, therefore, earnestly request of you to bear in mind, that 
religious disbelief and philosophical scepticism are not merely not 
the same, but have no natural connection ; and that while the one 
must ever be a matter of reprobation and regret, the other is in’ 
itself deserving of applause. Both were united in Hume; and this 
union has unfortunately contributed to associate them together 
in popular opinion, and to involve them equally in one vague con- 
demnation. They must, therefore, I repeat, be accurately dis- 
tinguished ; and thus, though decidedly opposed to one and all of 
Hume’s theological conclusions, I have no hesitation in asserting 
of his philosophical scepticism, that this was not only beneficial in 
its results, but, in the circumstances of the period, even a necessary 
step in the progress of Philosophy towards truth. In the first 
place, it was requisite in order to arouse thought from its lethargy. 
Men had fallen asleep over their dogmatic systems. In Germany, 
the Rationalism of Leibnitz and Wolf; in England, the Sensualism 
of Locke, with all its melancholy results, had subsided almost into 
established faiths. The Scepticism of Hume, like an electric 
spark, sent life through the paralysed opinions ; philosophy awoke 
to renovated vigour, and its problems were again to be considered 
in other aspects, and subjected to a more searching analysis. 
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In the second place, it was necessary in order to manifest the 
inadequacy of the prevailing system. In this respect, scepticism is 
always highly advantageous ; for scepticism is only the carrying 
out of erroneous philosophy to the absurdity which it always 
virtually involved. The sceptic, gua sceptic, cannot himself lay 
down his premises ; he can only accept them from the dogmatist ; 
if true, they can afford no foundation for the sceptical inference ; 
if false, the sooner they are exposed in their real character the 
better. Accepting his principles from the dominant philosophies 
of Locke and Leibnitz, and deducing with irresistible evidence 
these principles to their legitimate results, Hume showed, by the 
extreme absurdity of these results themselves, either that Philo- 
sophy altogether was a delusion, or that the individual systems 
which afforded the premises, were erroneous or incomplete. He 
thus constrained philosophers to the alternative,—either of sur- 
rendering philosophy as null, or of ascending to higher principles, 
in order to re-establish it against the sceptical reduction. The 
dilemma of Hume constitutes, perhaps, the most memorable crisis 
in the history of philosophy; for out of it the whole subsequent 
Metaphysic of Europe has taken its rise. 

To Hume we owe the Philosophy of Kant, and, therefore, also, 
in general, the latter philosophy of Germany. Kant explicitly 
acknowledges that it was by Hume’s reductio ad absurdum of 
the previous doctrine of Causality, he was first roused from his 
dogmatic slumber. He saw the necessity that had arisen, of plac- 
ing philosophy on a foundation beyond the reach of scepticism, or 
of surrendering it altogether ; and this it was that led him to those 
researches into the conditions of thought, which, considered whether 
in themselves or in their consequences, whether in what they 
established or in what they subverted, are, perhaps, the most re- 
markable in the annals of speculation. 

To Hume, in like manner, we owe the Philosophy of Reid, and, 
consequently, what is now distinctively known in Europe as the 
Philosophy of the Scottish School. 

Unable to controvert the reasoning of Berkeley, as founded on 
the philosophy of Descartes and Locke, Reid had quietly resigned 
himself to Idealism ; and he confesses that he would never have 
been led to question the legitimacy of the common doctrine of 
Perception, involving though it did the negation of an external 
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world, had Hume not startled him into hesitation and inquiry, by 
showing that the same reasoning which disproved the Existence of 
Matter, disproved, when fairly carried out, also the Substantiality 
of Mind. Such was the origin of the philosophy founded by Reid, 
— illustrated and adorned by Stewart; and it is to this philosophy, 
and to the writings of these two illustrious thinkers, that Scotland 
is mainly indebted for the distinguished reputation which she at 
present enjoys, in every country where the study of Mind has not, 
as in England, been neglected for the study of Matter. 

The Philosophy of Reid is at once our pride and our reproach. 
At home mistaken and undervalued; abroad understood and 
honoured. ‘The assertion may be startling, yet is literally true, 
that the doctrines of the Scottish School have been nowhere less 
fairly appreciated than in Scotland itself. To explain how they 
have been misinterpreted, and, consequently, neglected, in the 
country of their birth, is more than I can now attempt; but as I 
believe that an equal ignorance prevails in regard to the high 
favour accorded to these speculations by those nations who are 
now in advance, as the most enlightened cultivators of philosophy, 
I shall endeavour, as briefly as possible, to show that it may be for 
our credit not rashly to disparage what other countries view as 
our chief national claim to scientific celebrity. In illustration of 
this, I shall only allude to the account in which our Scottish Philo- 
sophy is held in Germany and in France. 

There is a strong general analogy between the philosophies of 
Reid and Kant; and Kant, I may observe by the way, was a 
Scotsman by proximate descent. Both originate in a recoil 
against the Scepticism of Hume; both are equally opposed to the 
Sensualism of Locke; both vindicate with equal zeal the moral 
dignity of man; and both attempt to mete out and to define the 
legitimate sphere of our intellectual activity. There are, however, 
important differences between the doctrines, as might be antici- 
pated from the very different characters of the men; and while 
Kant surpassed Reid in systematic power and comprehension, 
Reid excelled Kant in the caution and security of his procedure. 
There is, however, one point of difference in which it is now 
acknowledged, even by the representatives of the Kantian philo- 
sophy, that Kant was wrong. I allude to the doctrine of Percep- 
tion,—the doctrine which constitutes the very corner-stone of the 
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philosophy of Reid. Though both philosophies were, in their 
origin, reactions against the scepticism of Hunie, this reaction was 
not equally determined in each by the same obnoxious conclusion. 
For, as it was primarily to reconnect Effect and Cause that Kant 
was roused to speculation, so it was primarily to regain the worlds 
of Mind and Matter that Reid was awakened to activity. Accord- 
ingly Kant, admitting, without question, the previous doctrine of 
philosophers, that the mind has no immediate knowledge of any 
existence external to itself, adopted it without hesitation as a 
principle——that the mind is cognisant of nothing beyond its own 
modifications, and that what our natural consciousness mistakes 
for an external world, is only an internal phzenomenon, only a 
mental representation of the unknown and inconceivable. Reid, 
on the contrary, was fortunately led to question the grounds on 
which philosophers had given the lie to the natural beliefs of 
mankind ; and his inquiry terminated in the conclusion, that there 
exists no valid ground for the hypothesis, universally admitted by 
the learned, that an immediate knowledge of material objects is 
impossible. The attempt of Kant, if the attempt were serious, to 
demonstrate the existence of an external and unknown world was, 
as is universally admitted, a signal failure; and his Hypothetical 
Realism was soon analysed by an illustrious disciple —TFichte— 
into an Absolute Idealism, with a logical rigour that did not 
admit of refutation In the meanwhile, Reid’s doctrine of 
Perception had attracted the attention of an acute opponent 
of the Critical Philosophy in Germany ;& and that doctrine, 
divested of those superficial errors which have led some in- 
genious reasoners in this country to view and _ represent 
Reid as holding an opinion on this point identical with 
Kant’s, was, in Kant’s own country, placed in opposition against 
his opinion, fortified as that was by the authority of all modern 
philosophers. And with what result? Simply this ;—that the 
most distinguished representatives of the Kantian school now 
acknowledge Kant’s doctrine of Perception to be erroneous, and 
one analogous to that of Reid they have adopted in its stead. 


a Some fragmentary criticisms of the B Schulze, in his dnesidemus, pub- 
Kantian philosophy in this respect, will lished in 1792 ; and again in his 
be found appended to this dissertation. Kritik der theoretischen Philosophie, 
—See below, p. 401, et seg.—Eb. 1801. See Reid’s Works, p. 797.—Eb. 
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Thus, while, in Scotland, the fundamental position of Reid’s philo- 
sophy has been misunderstood, his criticism of the ideal theory 
treated as a blunder, and his peculiar doctrine of perception repre- 
sented as essentially the same with that of the philosophers whom 
he assailed ; in Germany, and by his own disciples, Kant’s theory 
of perception is adinitted to be false, andthe doctrine of Reid, on 
this point, appreciated at its just value, and recognised as one of 
the most important and original contributions ever made to philo- 
sophy. 

But in France, I may add Italy, the triumph of the Scottish 
school has been even more signal than in Germany. ‘The philo- 
sophy of Locke, first recommended to his countrymen by the bril- 
liant fancy of Voltaire, was, by the lucid subtlety of Condillac, 
reduced to a simplicity which not only obtained an ascendant over 
the philosophy of Descartes, but rendered it in France the object 
of all but universal admiration. Locke had deduced all knowledge 
from Experience, but Condillac analysed every faculty into Sense. 
Though its author was no materialist, the system of transformed 
sensation is only a disguised materialism ; and the import of the 
doctrine soon became but too apparent in its effects. Melancholy, 
however, as it was, this theory obtained an authority in France 
unparalleled for its universality and continuance. For seventy 
years, not a single work of an opposite tendency made the smallest 
impression on the public mind; all discussion of principles had 
ceased ; it remained only to develop the remoter consequences of 
the system ; philosophy seemed accomplished. 

Such was the state of opinion in France until the downfall of 
the Empire. In the period of tranquillity that followed the Restora- 
tion, the minds of men were again turned with interest towards 
metaphysical speculation ; and it was then that the doctrines of 
the Scottish Philosophy were, for the first time, heard in the public 
schools of France. Recommended by the powerful talent and 
high authority of Royer-Collard, these doctrines made converts 
of some of the loftiest intellects of France. A vigorous assault, in 
which the prowess of Cousin was remarkable, was made against 
the prevalent opinions, and with a success so decisive, that, after a 
controversy of twenty years, the school of Condillac is now, in its 
own country, considered as extinct ; while our Scottish philosophy 
not only obtained an ascendant in public opinion, but, through the 
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influence of my illustrious friend M. Cousin, forms the basis of 
philosophical instruction in the various Colleges connected with 
the University of France. It must not, however, be supposed, that 
the French have servilely adopted the opinions of our countrymen. 
On the contrary, what they have borrowed they have so ably 
amplified, strengthened, simplified, and improved, that the common 
doctrines of Reid and Stewart, of Royer-Collard and Jouffroy, (for 
Cousin falls under another category), ought in justice to be denomi- 
nated the Scoto-Gallican Philosophy,—a name, indeed, already be- 
stowed upon them by recent historians of philosophy in Germany. 


% x Be BS * * x % 


(b.) M. Jourrroy’s CRITICISM OF THE SCOTTISH SCHOOL. 


(Probably 1837, or a little later. See Quvres de Reid, vol. i., Preface, 
p. clxxxvi—cxcix.—Ep.) 


* * * * I must be allowed to make an ob- 
servation in reference to the criticism of M. Jouffroy. 

Dr Reid and Mr Stewart not only denounce as absurd the 
attempt to demonstrate that the original data of Consciousness 
are for us the rule of what we ought to believe, that is, the criteria 
of a relative,—human,—subjective, truth ; but interdict as unphilo- 
sophical all question in regard to their validity, as the vehicles of 
an absolute or objective truth. 

M. Jouffroy, of course, coincides with the Scottish philosophers 
in regard to the former; but, as to the latter, he maintains, with 
Kant, that the doubt is legitimate, and, though he admits it to be 
insoluble, he thinks it ought to be entertained. Nor, on the ground 
on which they and he consider the question, am I disposed to dis- 
sent from his conclusion. But on that on which I have now placed 
it, I cannot but view the inquiry as incompetent. For what is 
the question in plain terms? Simply,— Whether what our nature 
compels us to believe as true and real, be true and real, or only a 
consistent illusion? Now this question cannot be philosophically 
entertained, for two reasons. 1°, Because there exists a presump- 
tion in favour of the veracity of our nature, which either precludes 


a See Reid’s Works, p. 746.—Eb. 


400 APPENDIX. 


or peremptorily repels a gratuitous supposition of its mendacity. 
2°, Because we have no mean out of Consciousness of testing 
Consciousness. If its data are found concordant, they must be 
trustworthy; if repugnant, they are already proved unworthy of 
credit. Unless, therefore, the mutual collation of the primary data 
of Consciousness be held such an inquiry, this is, I think, mani- 
festly incompetent. It is only in the case of one or more of these 
original facts being rejected as false, that the question can emerge 
in regard to the truth of the others. But, in reality, on this hypo- 
thesis, the problem is already decided ; their character for truth is 
gone ; and all subsequent canvassing of their probability is profit- 
less speculation. 

Kant started, like the philosophers in general, with the non-ac- 
ceptance of the deliverance of Consciousness,—that we are imme- 
diately cognisant of extended objects. This first step decided the 
destiny of his philosophy. The external world, as known, was 
therefore only a phenomenon of the internal; and our knowledge 
in general only of self, the objective only subjective; and truth 
only the harmony of thought with thought, not of thought with 
things ;—reality only a necessary illusion. 

It was quite in order, that Kant should canvass the veracity of 
all our primary beliefs, having founded his philosophy on the pre- 
sumed falsehood of one; and an inquiry followed out with such 
consistency and talent could not, from such a commencement, ter- 
minate in a different result. 


(c.) GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCOTTISH SCHOOL. 


(Written in connection with proposed Mrmorr or Mr Ducatp Stewart, 
On Desk, May 1856; written Autumn 1855,— Ep.) 


The Scottish School of Philosophy is distinctively characterised 
by its opposition to all the destructive schemes of speculation ;—in 
particular, to Scepticism, or the uncertainty of knowledge; to 
Idealism, or the non-existence of the material world ; to Fatalism, 
or the denial of a moral universe. Reid has the merit of originat- 
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ing this movement, and Stewart the honour of continuing, and 
promoting, and extending it. 

In the philosophy which prevailed before Descartes, in whose 
doctrines it may be affirmed that modern speculation took its rise, 
we find all these schemes, indeed, but all marked and modified in 
a peculiar manner. In antiquity, we have the scepticism of Pyrrho 
and Ainesidemus ; but this, however ingenious its object, never 
became popular or dangerous, and, without a formal or decisive 
refutation, gradually died out. 

In the scholastic ages, Idealism was [countenanced] by the 
dominant psychology, and would perhaps have taken root, but for 
the check it encountered from the Church, to the dogmas of which 
all philosophy was then voluntarily subjected. The doctrine of 
Representative Perception, in its cruder form, was generally ac- 
cepted, and the question often mooted, “Could not God main- 
tain the species in the sensory, the object (external reality) being 
annihilated ?’”” This problem, as philosophy affirmed, theology 
denied. It was possible, nay probable, according to the former ; 
impossible, because heretical, according to the latter. 

Finally, on the other hand, the Absolute Decrees of God might, 
at the first view, be thought, not only to favour, but to establish, a 
doctrine of unconditioned Fatalism. But this inference was dis- 
avowed by the most strenuous advocates of Prescience and Pre- 
destination ; and the Freewill of man asserted no less vehemently 
than the Free Grace of God. 


(d.) Kant anp Re. 


(Written in connection with proposed Mremorr or Mr Stewart. On 
Desk, May 1856; written Autumn 1855.—ED.) 
* & % * ὩΣ ων 
In like manner, Kant assailed Scepticism, and the scepticism of 
Hume ; but with a very different result. For, if in one conclusion 
he controverted scepticism, he himself introduced and patronised 
the most unexclusive doubt. He showed, indeed, that Hume's 
rejection of the notion of Causality was groundless. He proved 


a See Discussions, p. 198, second edi- of Transubstantiation were incompat- 
tion,—why Idealism and the doctrine ible. 
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that, although this notion was not, and could not be, constructed 
from experience, still Causality was a real and efficient principle, 
native and necessary in human intelligence; and that although 
experience did not explain its genesis, experience always supposes 
its operation. So far so good. But Kant did not stop here. He 
endeavoured to evince that pure Reason,—that Intelligence, is na- 
turally, is necessarily, repugnant with itself, and that speculation 
ends in a series of insoluble antilogies. In its highest potence, in its 
very essence, thought is thus infected with contradiction ; and the 
worst and most pervading scepticism is the melancholy result. If I 
have done anything meritorious in philosophy, it is in the attempt 
to explain the phenomena of these contradictions ; in showing that 
they arise only when intelligence transcends the limits to which its 
legitimate exercise is restricted ; and that within those bounds, 
(the Conditioned), natural thought is neither fallible nor menda- 


cious— 
“ Neque decipitur, nec decipit unquam.” 


If this view be correct, Kant’s antinomies, with their consequent 
scepticism, are solved; and the human mind, however weak, is 
shown not to be the work of a treacherous Creator. 

Reid, on the contrary, did not subvert the trustworthiness of the 
one witness, on whose absolute veracity he relied. In his hands 
natural, (and, therefore, necessary), thought, —Consciousness, — 
Common Sense,—are always held out as entitled to our implicit 
and thorough-going confidence. The fact of the testimony suffici- 
ently guarantees the truth of what the testimony avouches. The 
testimony, if delivered, is to be believed pro tanto impeccable. 


oa % % % % % 


(e.) Kanv’s DocrringE oF SPACE AND TIME. 
(Fragments from early Papers. Probably before 1836.—ED.) 


Kant, 1°, Made our actual world one merely of illusion. Time 
and Space, under which we must perceive and think, he reduced to 
mere subjective spectral forms, which have no real archetype in the 
noumenal or real universe. We can infer nothing from this to that. 
Cause and Effect govern thing and thought in the world of Space 
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and Time; the relation will not subsist where Time and Space 
have no reality. (Lines from Fracastorius).* Corresponds with 
the Platonic, but more thorough-going. Kant, 2°, Made Reason, In- 
telligence, contradict itself in its legitimate exercise. Antilogy,— 
antinomy, part and parcel of its nature ; not only “reasoning, but 
to err,” but reason itself. 

Thus, the conviction that we live in a world of unreality and 
illusion, and that our very faculty of knowledge is only given us 
to mislead, is the result of our criticism ;—Scepticism. 

On the contrary, my doctrine holds, 1°, That Space and Time, as 
given, are real forms of thought and conditions of things ; 2°, That 
Intelligence,—Reason,—within its legitimate limits, is legitimate ; 
within this sphere it never deceives; and it is only when tran- 
scending that sphere, when founding on its illegitimate as on its 
legitimate exercise, that it affords a contradictory result ;—“ Ne 
sapiamus ultra facultates.” The dogmatic assertion of necessity,— 
of Fatalism, and the dogmatic assertion of Liberty, are the counter 
and equally inconceivable conclusions from reliance on the illegiti- 
mate and one-sided. 


se. . 
BA a 


Kant holds the subjectivity of Space (and Time), and, if he does 
not deny, will not affirm the existence of a real space, external to 
our minds ; because it is a mere form of our perceptive faculty. 
He holds that we have no knowledge of any external thing as 
really existing, and that all our perceptions are merely appearances, 
ἃ. 6. subjective representations,—subjective modifications,—which 
the mind is determined to exhibit, as an apparently objective oppo- 
sition to itself,—its pure and real subjective modifications. Yet, 
while he gives up the external existence of space, as beyond the 
sphere of consciousness, he holds the reality of external material 
existences, (things in themselves), which are equally beyond the 
sphere of consciousness. It was incumbent on him to render a 
reason for this seeming inconsistency, and to explain how his 
system was not, in its legitimate conclusions, an universal Idealism ; 
and he has accordingly attempted to establish, by necessary in- 
ference, what his philosophy could not accept as an immediate fact 
of consciousness. 


a See below, vol. ii. lect. xxi. p. 88.—Ep. 
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In the second edition of his Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, he 
has accordingly given what he calls a “strict, and, as he is con- 
vinced, the only possible, demonstration for the objective reality 
of our external perceptions ;” and, at the same time, he declares that 
it would be the eternal scandal of Philosophy, and of the general 
reason of mankind, if we were compelled to yield our assent to the 
existence of an external world, only as an article of Faith, and 
were unable to oppose a satisfactory refutation to any sceptical 
objections that might be suggested touching their reality (Vor- 
rede, p. xxxix). The demonstration which is thus exclusively and 
confidently proposed, attempts to prove, that the existence of an 
external world is involved in the very consciousness of self,—that 
without a Thou, there could be no J, and that the Cogito ergo 
sum is not more certain than the Cogito ergo es. 


x “. rom «», 3. 
% * % * ὴς 


Il.—PHYSIOLOGICAL. (See Vol. 1., p. 264.) 


(a.) PHRENOLOGY. 


* %* %* * * 


Such is a very general view of that system [the Nervous] and its 
relations, which physiologists and philosophers in general have 
held to be the proximate organ of the thinking principle, and 
many to be even the thinking principle itself. That the mind, in 
its lower energies and affections, is immediately dependent on the 
conditions of the nervous system, and that, in general, the develop- 
ment of the brain in the different species of animals is correspon- 
dent to their intelligence,—these are conclusions established upon 
an induction too extensive and too certain to admit of doubt. But 
when we attempt to proceed a step farther, and to connect the 
mind or its faculties with particular parts of the nervous system, 
we find ourselves at once checked. Observation and experiment 
seem to fail; they afford only obscure and varying reports ; and 
if, in this uncertainty, we hazard a conclusion, this is only a theory 
established upon some arbitrary hypotheses, in which fictions stand 
in place of facts. The uncertainty of such conclusions is shown 
by the unexampled diversity of opinion that has always reigned 
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among those who, discontented with a prudent ignorance, have 
attempted to explain the phenomena of mind by the phenomena 
of organisation. 

In the first place, some, (and their opinion is not, certainly, the 
least philosophical), hold that, in relation to the body, the soul is 
less contained than containing,—that it is all in the whole, and all 
in every part. This is the common doctrine of many of the Fathers, 
and of the scholastic Aristotelians.« ‘ 

In the second place, others have attempted to connect the con- 
scious principle in general with a particular part of the organism, 
but by very different relations. ‘Some place it there, as in a local 
seat ; others make it dependent on that part, as on its organ ; 
while others hold that the mind stands in a more immediate rela- 
tion to this part, only because it is the point of convergence where 
all the bodily sensations meet. I shall not attempt to enumerate 
the hundred and one conjectures in regard to the point in the 
corporeal organism, in proximate connection with the mind. It 
would occupy more than our hour to give you even a summary 
account of the hypotheses on this subject. 

In the third place, no opinion has been more generally prevalent 
than that different faculties and dispositions of the mind are de- 
pendent on different parts of the bodily organism, and more espe- 
cially on different parts of the nervous system. Under this head, 
I shall state to you one or two of the more famous opinions. The 
most celebrated doctrine,—that which was more universally adopted, 
and for a longer period, than any other,—was that which, with 
certain modifications, assigned different places in the Encephalos to 
Memory, Imagination, Sense, and the Locomotive Faculty,— Reason 
or Intelligence being left inorganic. This opinion we trace upward, 
through the Latin and Arabian schools,é to St Austin,y Nemesius,é 
the Greek physician Aetius, and even to the anatomists Rufus and 
Posidonius. Memory, on this hypothesis, was placed in the sub- 
stance of the cerebellum, or in the subjacent ventricle ; and as the 
phrenologists now attempt to prove that the seat of this faculty 

a See below, vol. ii. lect. xx. p. 7.—ED. Ύ De Genesi ad Literam, lib. vii. ce. 

B [See Gassendi, Physica, Sect. 111, 17,18.—Ep. [See Tenneman, t. x. p. 
Memb. Post. lib. viii.; Opera, t. ii. pp. 241.] 

400, 401. Averroes, Destruct. Destruc- 5 De Natura Hominis, c. xiii. p, 204. 
tionum, Arist. Opera, t. x. p. 3840. edit. Matthaii—Ep. 
Venice, 1560. | 
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lies above the eyebrows, by the alleged fact that, when a man 
wishes to stimulate his recollection, he rubs the lower part of his 
forehead,—so, of old, the same conclusion was established on the 
more plausible assertion, that a man in such circumstances natu- 
rally scratches the back of his head. The one indication is at 
least as good as the other. 

Among modern physiologists, Willis was the first who attempted 
a new attribution of mental functions to different parts of the 
nervous system. He placed Perception and Sensation in the corpus 
callosum, Imagination and Appetite in the corpora striata, Memory 
in the cerebral convolutions, Involuntary Motion in the cerebellum, 
&e..; and to Willis is to be traced the determination, so conspicuous 
among subsequent physiologists, of attributing different mental 
uses to different parts of the brain. 

It would be bootless to state to you the many various and con- 
tradictory conjectures in regard to these uses. ΤῸ psychologists 
they are, with one exception, all comparatively uninteresting, as, 
were they even ascertained to be something better than conjec- 
tures, still, as the physical condition is in all of them occult, it 
could not be applied as an instrument of psychological discovery. 
The exception which I make is, the celebrated doctrine of Gall. 
If true, that doctrine would not only afford us a new instrument, 
but would in a great measure supersede the old. In fact, the 
psychology of consciousness, and the psychology founded on Gall’s 
organology, are mere foolishness to each other. They arrive at 
conclusions the most contradictory ; insomuch that the establish- 
ment of the one necessarily supposes the subversion of the other. 

In these circumstances, no one interested in the philosophy of 
man can be indifferent to an inquiry into the truth or falsehood 
of the new doctrine. This doctrine cannot be passed over with 
contempt. It is maintained not only by too many, but by too 
able advocates, to be summarily rejected. That its results are re- 
pugnant to those previously admitted, is but a sorry reason for not 
inquiring into their foundation. This doctrine professes to have 
discovered new principles, and to arrive at new conclusions ; and 
the truth or falsehocd of these cannot, therefore, be estimated 
merely by their conformity or disconformity with those old results 
which the new professedly refute. To do so would be mere pre- 
judice,—a mere assumption of the point at issue. At the same 
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time, this doctrine professes to be founded on sensible facts. Sen- 
sible facts must be shown to be false, not by reasoning, but by ex- 
periment ; for, as old Fernelius has well expressed it,—“ Insipientis 
arrogantiz est argumentationis necessitatem sensuum testimonio 
anteponere.” ΤῸ oppose such a doctrine in such a manner is not 
to refute, but to recommend ; and yet, unfortunately, this has been 
the usual mode in which the organology of Gall and his followers 
has been assailed. Such an opinion must be taken on its own 
ground. We must join issue with it upon the facts and inferences 
it embraces. If the facts are true, and if the inferences necessarily 
follow, the opinion must be admitted ; the sooner, therefore, that 
we candidly inquire into these the better, for it is only thus that 
we shall be enabled to form a correct estimate of the evidence on 
which such a doctrine rests. 

With these views I many years ago undertook an investigation 
of the fundamental facts on which the phrenological doctrine, as it 
is unfortunately called, is established. By a fundamental fact I 
mean a fact, by the truth of which the hypothesis could be proved, 
and, consequently, by the falsehood of which it could be disproved. 
Now, what are such facts? The one condition of such a fact is, 
that it should be general. The phrenological theory is, that there 
is a correspondence between the volume of certain parts of the 
brain, and the intensity of certain qualities of mind and character ; 
—the former they call development, the latter manifestation. Now, 
individual cases of alleged conformity of development and mani- 
festation could prove little in favour of the doctrine, as individual 
cases of alleged disconformity could prove little against it ; because, 
1°, The phrenologists had no standard by which the proportion of 
cerebral development could be measured by themselves or their 
opponents ; 2°, Because the mental manifestation was vague and in- 
determinate ; 3°, Because they had introduced, as subsidiary hypo- 
theses, the occult qualities of temperament and activity, so that, 
in individual cases, any given head could always be explained 
in harmony with any given character. Individual cases were 
thus ambiguous; they were worthless either to establish or to 
refute the theory. But where the phrenologists had proclaimed a 
general fact, by that fact their doctrine could be tried. I*or example, 
when they asserted as the most illustrious discovery of Gall, and 
as the surest inference of their doctrine, that the cerebellum is the 
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organ of the sexual appetite, and established this inference as the 
basis of certain general facts which, as common to the whole animal 
kingdom, could easily be made matter of precise experiment ;—by 
these facts the truth of their doctrine could be brought to the test, 
and this on ground the most favourable for them. or the general 
probability of their doctrine was thus estimated by the truth of its 
best-established element. But, on the other hand, if such general 
facts were found false, their disproval afforded the most satisfactory 
refutation of the whole system. For the phrenologists themselves 
readily admit, that their theory is exploded, if their doctrine of the 
function of the cerebellum is disproved. Because, therefore, an 
examination of the general facts of Phrenology was at once decisive 
and comparatively easy, I determined, on this ground, to try the 
truth of the opinion. I shall state to you very generally a few 
results of the investigation, of which I may, without boasting, 
affirm that no inquiry of the kind was ever conducted with greater 
care or more scrupulous accuracy. 

I shall commence with the phrenological doctrine of the cere- 
bellum, on which you will see the propriety of dwelling as briefly 
as I can. J may mention that the extent of my experiments on 
this organ is wholly unconnected with Phrenology. My attention 
was, indeed, originally turned to the relation of the after-brain to 
the other parts of the nervous system, when testing the accuracy 
of the phrenological doctrine on this point ; but that end was very 
soon accomplished, and it was certain discoveries which I made in 
regard to the laws of development and the function of this organ, 
and the desire of establishing these by an induction from as many 
of the species as possible of the animal kingdom, that led me into 
a more extensive inquiry than has hitherto been instituted by any 
professional physiologist. When I publish its results, they will 
disprove a hundred times over all the phrenological assertions in 
regard to the cerebellum ; but this will be only an accidental cir- 
cumstance, and of comparatively little importance. I may add, 
that my tables extend to above 1000 brains of above 50 species of 
animals, accurately weighed by a delicate balance ; and you will 
remark that the phrenologists have not a single observation of any 
accuracy to which they can appeal. The only evidence in the shape 
of precise experiment on which they can found, is a table of Serres, 
who is no phrenologist, affording the general averages of certain 
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weighings, said to have been made by him, of the brain and cere- 
bellum, in the human subject. I shall prove that table an imagi- 
nary fabrication in support of a now exploded hypothesis of the 
author. 

The alleged facts on which Gall and his followers establish their 
conclusion in regard to the function of the cerebellum are the 
following :— 

The first is, that in all animals, females have this organ, on an 
average, greatly smaller, in proportion to the brain proper, than 
males. Now, so far is this assertion from being correct, it is the 
very reverse of truth; and I have ascertained, by an immense in- 
duction, that in no species of animal has the female a proportionally 
smaller cerebellum than the male, but that in most species, and this 
according to a certain law, she has a considerably larger. In no 
animal is this difference more determinate than in man. Women 
have on an average acerebellum to the brain proper, as 1:7 ; men 
as 1:8. This is a general fact which I have completely established.® 

The second alleged fact is, that in impuberal animals the cere- 
bellum is in proportion to the brain proper greatly less than in 
adults. ‘This is equally erroneous. In all animals, long previous 
to puberty, has the cerebellum attained its maximum proportion. 
And here, also, I am indebted to the phrenologists for having led 
me to make the discovery of another curious law, and to establish 
the real function of the cerebellum. Physiologists have hitherto 
believed that the cerebella of all animals, indifferently, were, for a 
certain period subsequent to birth, greatly less, in proportion to 
the brain proper, than in adults; and have taken no note of the 
differences in this respect between different classes. Thus, com- 
pletely wrong in regard to the fact, they have necessarily overlooked 
the law by which it is governed. In those animals that have from 
the first the full power of voluntary motion, and which depend 
immediately on their own exertions, and on their own power of 
assimilation for nutriment, the proportion of the cerebellum is as 
large, nay larger, than in the adult. In the chicken of the common 
fowl, pheasant, partridge, &c., this is the case; and most remark- 
ably after the first week or ten days, when the yolk, (corresponding 
in a certain sort to the milk in quadrupeds), has been absorbed. In 
the calf, kid, lamb, and probably in the colt, the proportion of the 


a See below, (ὁ), On Weight of Brain, p. 419.—Ep. 
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cerebellum at birth is very little less than in the adult. In those 
birds that do not possess at once the full power of voluntary motion, 
but which are in a rapid state of growth, the cerebellum, within a 
few days at least after being hatched, and by the time the yolk is 
absorbed, is not less or larger than in the adult; the pigeon, 
sparrow, &c. &ec., are examples. In the young of those quadru- 
peds that for some time wholly depend for support on the milk of 
the mother, as on half-assimilated food, and which have at first 
feeble powers of regulated motion, the proportion of the cerebellum 
to the brain proper is at birth very small; but by the end of the 
full period of lactation, it has with them as with other animals, 
(nor is man properly an exception), reached the full proportion of 
the adult. This, for example, is seen in the young rabbit, kitten, 
whelp, &c.; in them the cerebellum is to the brain proper at birth 
about as 1 to 14; at six and eight weeks old about as 1 to 6. 
Pigs, το, as possessing immediately the power of regulated motion, 
but wholly dependent on the milk of the mother during at least 
the first month after birth, exhibit a medium between the two 
classes. At birth the proportion is in them about 1 to 9, in the 
adult as 1 to 6. This analogy, at which I now only hint, has never 
been suspected ; it points at the new and important conclusion, 
(corroborated by many other facts), that the cerebellum is the in- 
tracranial organ of the nutritive faculty, that term being taken in its 
broadest signification ; and it confirms also an old opinion, recently 
revived, that it is the condition of voluntary or systematic motion. 

The third alleged fact is, that the proportion of the cerebellum 
to the brain proper in different species, is in proportion to the 
energy of the phrenological function attributed to it. This assertion 
is groundless as the others. There are many other fictions in regard 
to this organ ; but these, I think, are a sufficient specimen of the truth 
of the doctrine in regard to the function of the cerebellum ; and 
the cerebellum, you will recollect, is the citadel of Phrenology. 

I shall, however, give you the sample of another general fact. 
The organ of Veneration rises in the middle on the coronal surface 
of the head. Women, it is universally admitted, manifest religious 
feeling more strongly and generally than men; and the phrenolo- 


a This may, perhaps, explain the ap- 8B From a communication by the 
parent exception to Berkeley’s theory Author, printed in Dr Munro’s Anatomy 
noticed by Adam Smith. See below, of the Brain, pp. 6,7. See below, (4), 
vol. ii. p. 182.—Ep. On Weight of Brain.—Ep. 
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gists accordingly assert, that the female cranium is higher in pro- 
portion in that region than the male. This I found to be the very 
reverse of truth, by a comparative average of nearly two hundred 
skulls of either sex. In man, the female encephalos is considerably 
smaller than that of the male, and in shape the crania of the sexes 
are different. By what dimension is the female skull less than 
the male? The female skull is longer, it is nearly as broad, but it 
is much lower than the male. This is only one of several curious 
sexual differences of the head. 

I do not know whether it be worth while mentioning, that, by a 
comparison of all the crania of murderers preserved in the Anato- 
mical Museum of this University, with about nearly two hundred 
ordinary skulls indifferently taken, I found that these criminals 
exhibited a development of the phrenological organs of Destructive- 
ness and other evil propensities smaller, and a development of the 
higher moral and intellectual qualities larger, than the average. 
Nay, more, the same result was obtained when the murderers’ 
skulls were compared, not merely with a common average, but 
with the individual crania of Robert Bruce, George Buchanan, and 
Dr David Gregory. 

I omit all notice of many other decisive facts subversive of the 
hypothesis in question; but I cannot leave the subject without 
alluding to one which disproves, at one blow, a multitude of organs, 
affords a significant example of their accuracy of statement, and 
shows how easily manifestation can, by the phrenologists, be accom- 
modated to any development, real or supposed. I refer to the Frontal 
Sinuses. These are cavities between the tables of the frontal bone, 
in consequence of a divergence from each other. They are found 
in all puberal crania, and are of variable and, [ from without |, wholly 
inappreciable extent and depth. Where they exist, they of course 
interpose an insuperable bar to any estimate of the cerebral de- 
velopment ; and their extent being undiscoverable, they completely 
baffle all certain observation. Now, the phrenologists have fortu- 
nately, or unfortunately, concentrated the whole of their very small- 
est organs over the region of the sinus ; which thus, independently 
of other impediments, renders all phrenological observation more 
or less uncertain in regard to sixteen of their organs. Of these 
cavities the anatomists in general seem to have known not much, 
and the phrenologists absolutely nothing. At least, the former are 
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wrong in many of their positions, the latter wrong in all. I shall 
give you a sample of the knowledge and consistency of the phreno- 
logists on this point. 

Gall first of all answered the objection of the sinus, by assert- 
ing that even when it existed, the plates of the frontal bone were 
still parallel. The truth is, that the cavity is only formed by their 
divergence from parallelism, and thus it is now described by the 
phrenologists themselves. In his latest works, Gall asserted that 
the sinus is frequently absent in men, and seldom or never found in 
women. But Spurzheim carried the negation to its highest climax, 
for he avers, (I quote his words), “that children and young adult 
persons have no holes between the two tables of the skull at the 
forehead, and that they occur only in old persons, or after chronic 
insanity.” He did not always, indeed, assert as much, and in some 
of his works he allows that they throw some uncertainty over the 
organs of Individuality and Size, but not much over that of Locality. 

Now the fact is, as I have established by an inspection of several 
hundred crania, that no skull is without a sinus. This is, indeed, 
the common doctrine of the anatomists. But I have also proved 
that the vulgar doctrine of their increasing in extent, in proportion 
as the subject advances in life, is wholly erroneous. The smallest 
sinus I ever saw was in the cranium of a woman of a hundred 
years of age. 

The two facts,—the fact of the universal existence of the sinus, 
and its great and various and inappreciable extent, and the fact of 
the ignorance of the phrenologists in regard to every circumstance 
connected with it,—these two facts prove that these observers have 
been going on finding always manifestation and development in 
exact conformity ; when, lo! it turns out, that in nearly half their 
organs, the protuberance or depression apparent on the external 
bone has no connection with any correspondent protuberance or 
depression in the brain. Now, what does this evince? Not merely 
that they were wrong in regard to these particular observations 
and the particular organs established upon the mistake. Of course, 
the whole organs lying over the sinuses are swept away. But this 
is not all; for the theory supposes, as its condition, that the amount 
of the two qualities of mental manifestation and cerebral develop- 
ment can be first accurately measured apart, and then compared 
together, and found either to be conformable or disconformable ; 
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and the doctrine, assuming this possibility, proves its truth only by 
showing that the two qualities thus severally estimated, are, in all 
cases, In proportion to each other. Now, if the possibility thus 
assumed by Phrenology were true, it would at once have discovered 
that the apparent amount of development over the sinus was not 
in harmony with the mental manifestation. But this it never did ; 
—it always found the apparent or cranial development over the 
sinus conformable to the mental manifestation, though this bony 
development bore no more a proportion to the cerebral brain than 
if it had been looked for on the great toe; and thus it is at once 
evident, that manifestation and development in general are, in their 
hands, such factitious, such arbitrary quantities, that they can 
always, under any circumstances, be easily brought into unison. 
Phrenology is thus shown to be a mere leaden rule, which bends 
to whatever it is applied; and, therefore, all phrenological observa- 
tion is poisoned, in regard even to those organs where a similar 
obstacle did not prevent the discovery of the cerebral development. 
Suppose a mathematician to propose a new method for the solution 
of algebraical equations. If we applied it, and found it gave a 
false result, would the inventor be listened to if he said,—“ True, 
my method is wrong in these cases in which it has been tried, but 
it is not, therefore, proved false in those in which it has not been 
put to the test?” Now, this is precisely the plea I have heard from 
the phrenologists in relation to the sinus. “ Well!” they say, “we 
admit that Gall and Spurzheim have been all wrong about the 
sinus, and we give up the organs above the eyes; but our system is 
untouched in the others which are situate beyond the reach of that 
obnoxious cavity.” To such reasoning there was no answer. 

I should have noticed, that, even supposing there had been no 
intervening caverns in the forehead, the small organs arranged, like 
peas in a pod, along the eyebrows could not have severally mani- 
fested any difference of development. If we suppose, (what I make 
bold to say was never yet observed in the brain,) that a portion of 
it so small in extent as any one of the six phrenological organs of 
Form, Size, Weight, Colour, Order, and Number, which lie side by 
side upon the eyebrows, was ever prominent beyond the surround- 
ing surface,—I say, supposing the protuberance of so small a spot 
upon the cerebral conyolutions, it could never determine a corre- 
sponding eminence on the external table of the skull. What would 
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be the effect of such a protrusion of brain upon the cranium? It 
would only make room for itself in the thickness of the bone which 
it would attenuate. This is shown by two examples. The first is 
taken from the convolutions themselves. I should, however, state, 
that convolution, and anfractuosity or furrow, are correlative terms, 
like hill and valley,—the former (convolutions) being applied to 
the windings of the cerebral surface as rising up,—the latter 
(anfractuosity, or furrow) being applied to them as sinking in. 
Convolutions are the winding eminences between the furrows ; 
anfractuosities the winding depressions between the convolutions. 
This being understood, we find, on looking to the internal surface 
of the cranium, that the convolutions attenuate the bone which is 
sometimes quite transparent,—diaphanous,—over them, whereas it 
remains comparatively thick over the anfractuosities ; but they 
cause no inequality on the outer surface. Yet the convolutions, 
which thus make room for themselves in the bone without elevat- 
ing it externally, are often broader, and of course always longer, 
than the little organs which the phrenologists have placed along 
the eyebrows. A fortiori, therefore, we must suppose that an 
organ like Size, or Weight, or Colour, if it did project beyond the 
surrounding brain, would only render the superincumbent bone 
thinner, without causing it to rise, unless we admit that nature 
complaisantly changes her Jaws in accommodation to the new 
doctrine. 

But we have another parallel instance still more precisely in 
point. In many heads there are certain rounded eminences, (called 
Glandule Pacchionz), on the coronal surface of the brain, which 
nearly correspond in size with the little organs in question. Now, 
if the phrenological supposition were correct, that an elevation on 
the brain, of so limited an extent, would cause an elevation on the 
external table of the bone,—these eminences would do so far more 
certainly than any similar projection over the eyebrows. For the 
frontal bone in the frontal region is under the continual action of 
muscles, and this action would tend powerfully to prevent any 
partial elevation ; whereas, on the upper part of the head, the 
bone is almost wholly exempt from such an agency. But do the 
glands, as they are called, of Pacchioni, (though they are no glands), 
—do they determine an elevation on the external surface of the 
skull corresponding to the elevation they form on the cerebral 
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surface? Not in the very least ; the cranium is there outwardly 
quite equable,—level, —uniform,—though probably attenuated to 
the thinness of paper to accommodate the internal rising. 

The other facts which I have stated as subversive of what the 
phrenologists regard as the best-established constituents of their 
system,—I could only state to you on my own authority. But 
they are founded on observations made with the greatest accuracy, 
and on phzenomena, which every one is capable of verifying. If 
the general facts I gave you in regard to the cerebellum, &c., are 
false, then am I a deliberate deceiver ; for these are of such a nature 
that no one with the ordinary discourse of reason could commit 
an error in regard to them, if he actually made the observations. 
The maxim, however, which I have myself always followed, and 
which I would earnestly impress upon you, is to take nothing upon 
trust that can possibly admit of doubt, and which you are able to 
verify for yourselves ; and had I not been obliged to hurry cn to 
more important subjects, I might have been tempted to show you 
by experiment what 1 have now been compelled to state to you 
upon authority alone. 

I am here reminded of a fact, of which I believe none of our 
present phrenologists are aware,—at least all their books confidently 
assert the very reverse. It is this,—that the new system is the 
result, not of experience but of conjecture,—and that Gall, instead 
of deducing the faculties from the organs, and generalising both 
from particular observations, first of all excogitated a faculty a 
priori, and then looked about for an organ with which to connect 
it. In short, Phrenclogy was not discovered but invented. 

You must know, then, that there are two faculties, or rather 
two modifications of various faculties, which cut a conspicuous 
figure in the psychologies of Wolf and other philosophers of the 
Empire :—these are called in German Tve/sinn and Scharfsinn, 
—literally, deep sense and sharp sense, but are now known in 
English phrenological language by the terms Causality and Com- 
parison. Now what I wish you to observe is, that Gall found 
these two clumsy modifications of mind, ready shaped out in the 
previous theories of philosophy prevalent in his own country, and 
then in the language itself Now, this being understood, you 
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410 APPENDIX. 


must also know that, in 1798, Gall published a letter to Retzer of 
Vienna, wherein he, for the first time, promulgates the nature of 
his doctrine, and we here catch him,—vrewm confitentem,—in the 
very act of conjecturing. In this letter he says: “I am not yet so 
far advanced in my researches as to have discovered special organs 
for Scharfsinn and Tiefsinn, (Comparison and Causality), for the 
principle of the Representative Faculty, (Vorstellungsverméogen,— 
another faculty in German philosophy), and for the different varie- 
ties of judgment, &c.” In this sentence we see exhibited the real 
source and veritable derivation of the system. 

In the Darstellung of Froriep, a favourite pupil of Gall, under 
whose eye the work was published in the year 1800, twenty-two 
organs are given, of which the greater proportion are now either 
translated to new localities, or altogether thrown out. We find 
also that the sought-for organs had, in the interval, been found for 
Scharfsinn, (Comparison), and Tiefsinn, (Causality) ; and what fur- 
ther exhibits the hypothetical genealogy of the doctrine, is, that a 
great: number of organs are assumed, which lie wholly beyond the 
possible sphere of observation, at the base and towards the centre 
of the brain; as those of the External Senses, those of Desire, 
Jealousy, Envy, love of Power, love of Pleasure, love of Life, &e. 

An organ of Sensibility is placed above that of Amativeness, 
between and below two organs of Philoprogenitiveness ; an organ 
of Liberality, (its deficiency standing instead of an organ of Avarice 
or Acquisitiveness), is situated above the eyebrows, in the position 
now occupied by that of Time. An organ of Imagination is inti- 
mately connected with that of Theosophy or Veneration, towards 
the vertex of the head; and Veracity is problematically established 
above an organ of Parental Love. An organ of Vitality is not to 
be forgotten, situated in the medulla oblongata, the development 
of which is measured by the size of the foramen magnum and the 
thickness of the neck. These faculties and organs are all now 
cashiered ; and who does not perceive that, like those of Causality 
and Comparison, which are still suffered to remain, they were first 
devised, and then quartered on some department of the brain ? 

We thus see that, in the first edition of the craniological hypo- 
thesis, there were several tiers or stories of organs,—some at the 
base, some about the centre, and others on the surface of the brain. 
Gall went to lecture through Germany, and among other places he 
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lectured at Gottingen. Here an objection was stated to his sys- 
tem by the learned Meiners. Gall measured the development of 
an external organ by its prominence. ‘‘ How,” says Meiners, “ do 
you know that this prominence of the outer organ indicates its 
real size? May it not merely be pressed out, though itself of 
inferior volume, by the large development of a subjacent organ ?”’ 
This objection it was easily seen was checkmate. A new game 
must be commenced, the pieces arranged again. Accordingly, all 
the organs at the base and about the centre of the brain were 
withdrawn, and the whole organs were made to run very con- 
veniently upwards and outwards from the lower part of the brain 
to its outer periphery. 

It would be tiresome to follow the history of phrenological vari- 
ation through the works of Leune and Villars to those of Bischoff 
and Blode,—which last represent the doctrine as it flourished in 
1805. In these, the whole complement of organs which Gall ever 
admitted is detailed, with the exception of Ideality. But their 
position was still vacillating. For example, in Froriep, Bischoff, 
and Bléde, the organ of Destructiveness is exhibited as lying 
principally on the parietal bone, above and a little anterior to the 
organ of Combativeness ; while the region of the temporal bone, 
above and before the opening of the ear, in other words, its pre- 
sent situation, is marked as terra adhuc incognita. 

No circumstance, however, is more remarkable than the succes- 
sive changes of shape in the organs Nothing can be more oppo- 
site than the present form of these as compared with those which 
the great work of Gall exhibits. In Gall’s plates they are round 
or oval, in the modern casts and plates they are of every variety 
of angular configuration ; and I have been told that almost every 
new edition of these varies from the preceding. We may, there- 
fore, well apply to the phrenologist and his organology the line of 
Horace2— 

“ Diruit, edificat, mutat quadrata rotundis,” 
with this modification, that we must read in the latter part, mutat 
rotunda quadratis. 

So much for Phrenology,—for the doctrine which would substi- 
tute the callipers for consciousness in the philosophy of man ; and 
the result of my observation,—the result at which 1 would wish 

a [pist., lib. i. ep. 1. 100.—Ep. 
VOL. I. 2D 
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you also to arrive, —I cannot better express than in the language 
of the Roman poet *— 


“ Materize ne queere modum, sed perspice vires 
Quas ratio, non pondus habet.” 


In what 1 have said in opposition to the phrenological doctrine, 
I should, however, regret if it could be ever supposed that 1 enter- 
tain any feeling of disrespect for those who are converted to this 
opinion. On the contrary, I am prompt to acknowledge that the 
sect comprises a large proportion of individuals of great talent ; 
and I am happy to count among these some of my most valued 
and respected friends. To the question, How comes it that so 
many able individuals can be believers in a groundless opinion ?— 
I answer, that the opinion is not wholly groundless ; it contains 
much of truth,—of old truth it must be allowed ; but it is assur- 
edly no disparagement to any one that he should not refuse to 
admit facts so strenuously asserted, and which, if true, so neces- 
sarily infer the whole conclusions of the system. But as to the 
mere circumstance of numbers, that is of comparatively little 
weight, —argumentum pessime turba,8—and the phrenological 
doctrines are of such a nature that they are secure of finding ready 
converts among the many. There have been also, and there are 
now, opinions far more universally prevalent than the one in 
question, which nevertheless we do not consider on that account 
to be undeniable. 


(o.) AN Account of EXPERIMENTS on the WEIGHT and RELATIVE PRo- 
PORTIONS of the BRAIN, CEREBELLUM, and TUBER ANNULARE in 
Maw and ANIMALS, under the various circumstances of Age, Sex, 
Country, το. 

(Published in Dr Monro’s Anatomy of the Brain, p. 4-8. 
Edinburgh, 1831.—Ep.) 

The following, among other conclusions, are founded on an in- 
duction drawn from above sixty human brains, from nearly three 
hundred human skulls, of determined sex,—the capacity of which, 
by a method I devised, was taken in sand, and the original weight 
of the brain thus recovered,—and from more than seven hundred 
brains of different animals. 

α Manilius, iv. 929.—Ep. Mimi et aliorum Sententiw, ed. Orellii, 


B Seneca, De Vita Beata, c. 2.—Ep. p. 14.—Ep.] 
(After Publius Syrus] [See Publi Syri 
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1. In man, the adult male Encephalos is heavier than the female ; 
the former nearly averaging, in the Scot’s head, 3 lb. ὃ oz. troy, 
the latter, 3 lb. 4 oz.; the difference, 4 oz. In males of this 
country, about one brain in seven is found above 4 lb. troy ; in 
females, hardly one in one hundred. 

2. In man, the Encephalos reaches its full size about seven years 
of age. This was never before proved. It is commonly believed 
that the brain and the body attain their full development together. 
The Wenzels rashly generalised from two cases the conclusion, that 
the brain reaches its full size about seven years of age; as Soem- 
mering had in like manner, on a single case, erroneously assumed 
that it attains its last growth by three. Gall and Spurzheim, on 
the other hand, assert that the increase of the encephalos is only 
terminated about forty. This result of my induction is deduced 
from an average of thirty-six brains and skulls of children, com- 
pared with an average of several hundred brains and skulls of 
adults. It is perhaps superfluous to observe, that it is the greater 
development of the bones, muscles, and hair, which renders the 
adult head considerably larger than that of the child of seven. 

3. It is extremely doubtful whether the cranial contents usually 
diminish in old age. The vulgar opinion that they do, rests on no 
adequate evidence, and my induction would rather prove the 
negative. 

4. The common doctrine, that the African brain, and in par- 
ticular that of the Negro, is greatly smaller than the European, is 
false. By a comparison of the capacity of two Caffre skulls, male 
and female, and of thirteen negro crania, (six male, five female, and 
two of doubtful sex), the encephalos of the African was found not 
inferior to the average size of the European. 

5. In man, the Cerebellum, in relation to the Brain proper, comes 
to its full proportion about three years. This anti-phrenological 
fact is proved by a great induction. 

6. It is extremely doubtful whether the Cerebellum usually 
diminishes in old age ; probably only in cases of atrophia senilis. 

7. The female Cerebellum is, in general, considerably larger in 
proportion to the Brain proper, than the male. In the human 
subject, (the Tuber excluded), the former is nearly as 1 to 7.6; the 
latter nearly as 1 to 8.4: and this sexual difference appears to be 
more determinate in man than in most other animals. Almost 
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the whole difference of weight between the male and female e4¢& 
phali lies in the brain proper; the cerebella of the two sexes, 
absolutely, are nearly equal,—the preponderance rather in favour of 
the women. This observation is new; and the truth of the phreno- 
logical hypothesis implies the reverse. It confirms the theory of 
the function of the cerebellum noticed in the following paragraph. 

8. The proportion of the Cerebellum to the Brain proper at birth, 
varies greatly in different animals. 

9. Castration has no effect in diminishing the Cerebellum, either 
absolutely or in relation to the Brain proper.6 The opposite doc- 
trine is an idle fancy, though asserted by the phrenologists as their 
most incontrovertible fact. Proved by a large induction. 

10. The universal opinion is false, that man, of all or almost all 
animals, has the smallest Cerebellum in proportion to the Brain 
proper. Many of the commonest quadrupeds and birds have a 
cerebellum, in this relation, proportionally smaller than man. 

11. What has not been observed, the proportion of the Tuber 
Annulare to the Cerebellum, (and, a majore, to the Brain proper), is 
greatly less in children than in adults. In a girl of one year, (in 
my table of human brains), it is as 1 to 16.1 ; in another of two, 
as 1 to 14.8 ; in a boy of three, as 1 to 15.5; and the average of 
children under seven, exhibits the Pons,y in proportion to the cere- 
bellum, much smaller than in the average of adults, in whom it is 
only as 1 to 8, or 1 to 9. 

12. In specifie gravity, contrary to the current doctrine, the 
encephalos and its parts vary very little, if at all, from one age to 
another. A child of two, and a woman of a hundred years, are, in 
this respect, nearly equal, and the intermediate ages show hardly 
more than individual differences. 

13. The specific gravity of the brain does not vary in madness, 
(if one case of chronic insanity is to be depended on), contrary to 
what has been alleged. In fever it often does, and remarkably. 

14. The Cerebellum, (the converse of the received opinion), has 


a For the remainder of this section, 
see above, Appendix II. (a), p. 411, 
* Physiologists,” &e., to p. 412, “ mo- 
tion.”—Ep. 

B The effect is, in fact, to increase 
the cerebellum. See the experiments 
recorded by M. Leuret, cited by Sir 


Benjamin Brodie, Psychological Inqui- 
ries, note H.—Ep. 

y 1.6. the Pons Varolii, a term used 
by some anatomists as synonymous with 
the Tuber Annulare; and so here; 
though others distinguish between the 
two.— Ep. 
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a greater specific gravity than the Brain proper ; and this difference 
is considerably more marked in birds than in man and quadrupeds. 
The opinion also of the ancients is probably true, that the Cere- 
bellum is harder than the Brain proper. 

15. The human brain does not, as asserted, possess a greater 
specific gravity than that of other animals. 


(c.) REMARKS ON Dr Morton’s TABLES ON THE SIZE OF THE BRAIN. 


(Communicated to the Ldinburgh New Philosophical Journal, conducted 
by Professor Jameson. See Vol. XLVIIL., p. 330 (1850). For Dr 
Morrton’s Tables, see the same Journal, Vol. XLVIIL., p. 262.—Ep.) 


What first strikes me in Dr Morton’s Tables, completely invali- 
dates his conclusions,—he has not distinguished male from female 
crania. Now, as the female encephalos is, on an average, some 
four ounces troy less than the male, it is impossible to compare 
national skulls with national skulls, in respect of their capacity, 
unless we compare male with male, female with female heads, or, 
at least, know how many of either sex go to make up the national 
complement. 

A blunder of this kind is made by Mr Sims, in his paper and 
valuable correlative table of the weight of 253 brains (Jedico- 
Chirurgical Transactions, vol. xix.) He there attacks the result 
of my observation, (published by Dr Monro, Anatomy of the Brain, 
&¢e., 1831), that the human encephalos, (brain proper and after- 
brain), reaches its full size by seven years of age, perhaps some- 
what earlier. In refutation of this paradox, he slumps the male and 
female brains together ; and then, because he finds that the average 
weight of his adults, among whom the males are greatly the more 
numerous, is larger than the average weight of his impuberals, 
among whom the females preponderate, he jumps at once to the 
conclusion, that I am wrong, and that the encephalos continues to 
grow, to diminish, and to grow again (!), for,—I forget how long, 
after the period of maturity. Fortunately, along with his crotchets, 
he has given the detail of his weighings; and his table, when 
properly arranged, confutes himself, and superfluously confirms 
me. That is, comparing the girls with the women, and the boys 
with the men, it appears, from his own induction, that the cranial 
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contents do reach the average amount, even before the age of 
seven. 

Tiedemann, (Das Hirn des Negers, &c., 1837, p. 4), notes the 
contradiction of Sims’ result and mine; but he does not solve it. 
The same is done, and not done, by Dr Bostock, in his Physiology. 
Tiedemann, however, remarks, that his own observations coincide 
with mine (p. 10) ; as is, indeed, evident from his Table, (p. 11), 
“Of the cranial capacity from birth to adolescence,” though, unfor- 
tunately, in that table, but in that alone, he has not discriminated 
the sex. 

Dr Morton’s conclusion as to the comparative size of the Negro 
brain, is contrary to Tiedemann’s larger, and to my smaller, induc- 
tion, which concur in proving, that the Negro encephalos is not 
less than the European, and greatly larger than the Hindoo, the 
Ceylonese, and sundry other Asiatic brains. But the vice, already 
noticed, of Dr Morton’s induction, renders it, however extensive, 
of no cogency in the question. 

Dr Morton’s method of measuring the capacity of the cranium, 
is, certainly, no “invention” of his friend Mr Philips, being, in 
either form, only a clumsy and unsatisfactory modification of mine. 
Tiedemann’s millet-seed affords, likewise, only an inaccurate ap- 
proximation to the truth; for seeds, as found by me, vary in 
weight according to the drought and moisture of the atmosphere, 
and are otherwise ill adapted to recover the size of the brain in 
the smaller animals. The physiologists who have latterly followed 
the method of filling the cranium, to ascertain the amount of the 
cranial contents, have adopted, not without perversion, one-half 
of my process, and altogether omitted the other. After rejecting 
mustard-seed, which I first thought of employing, and for the 
reasons specified, I found that pure silicious sand was the best mean 
of accomplishing the purpose, from its suitable ponderosity, incom- 
pressibility, equality of weight in all weathers, and tenuity. Tiede- 
mann, (p. 21), says, that he did not employ sand, “because, by its 
greater specific gravity, it might easily burst the cranial bones at 
the sutures.” He would, by trial, have found that this objection is 
futile. The thinnest skull of the youngest infant can resist the 
pressure of sand, were it many times greater than it is; even 
Morton’s lead shot proved harmless in this respect. But, while 
nothing could answer the purpose better than sand, still this 
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afforded only one, and that an inadequate, mean towards an end. 
Another was requisite. By weighing the brain of a young and 
healthy convict, who was hanged, and afterwards weighing the 
sand which his prepared cranium contained, I determined the pro- 
portion of the specific gravity of cerebral substance, (which in all 
ages and animals is nearly equal), to the specific gravity of the 
sand which was employed. I thus obtained a formula by which 
to recover the original weight of the encephalos in all the crania 
which were filled ; and hereby brought brains weighed and skulls 
gauged into a universal relation. On the contrary, the comparisons 
of Tiedemann and Morton, as they stand, are limited to their 
own Tables. I have once and again tested the accuracy of this 
process, by experiment, in the lower animals, and have thus perfect 
confidence in the certainty of its result, be the problem to recover 
the weight of the encephalos from the cranium of a sparrow, or 
from the cranium of an elephant. 

I may conclude by saying, that I have now established, apart 
from the proof by averages, that the human encephalos does not 
increase after the age of seven, at highest. This has been done, 
by measuring the heads of the same young persons, from infancy 
to adolescence and maturity ; for the slight increase in the size of 
the head, after seven (or six) is exhausted by the development to 
be allowed in the bones, muscles, integuments, and hair. 


(The following is an unpublished Memorandum in reference to 

preceding.— ED.) 
March 23, 1850. 

Found that the specific weight of the sand I had employed for 
measuring the capacity of crania, was that the sand filling 32 cubic 
inches, weighed 12,160 grains. 

Found at the same time that the millet-seed occupying the same 
number of cubic inches, weighed 5665 grains. 

Thus the proportion of millet-seed to sand, in specific gravity, is 
as 1 : 2.147. 

One cubic inch thus contains 380 grains sand; and 177 grains 
millet-seed. 
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(d.) ORTGINAL RESEARCHES ON THE FRONTAL SINUSES, WITH OBSER- 
VATIONS ON THEIR BEARINGS ON THE Doamas oF PHRENOLOGY. 


(From Zhe Medical Times, May 1845, Vol. XII. p. 159; June 7, 1845, 
Vol) XIE p. 177; August 1845, Vol. XII. p: 911. Τὴ 


Before proceeding to state in detail the various facts and fictions 
relative to the Frontal Sinus,¢ it will be proper to premise some 
necessary information touching the nature and relations of the 
sinuses themselves. 

These cruces phrenologorum are two cavities, separated from 
each other by a perpendicular osseous partition, and formed between 
the tables of the frontal bone, in consequence of a divergence of 
these tables from their parallelism, as they descend to join the bones 
of the nose, and to build the orbits of the eye. They are not, however, 
mere inorganic vacuities, arising from the recession of the bony 
plates ; they constitute a part of the olfactory apparatus ; they are 
lined with a membrane, a continuation of the pituitary, and this, 
copiously supplied with blood, secretes a lubricating mucus which 
is discharged by an aperture into the nose. 

Various theories have been proposed to explain the mode of 
their formation ; but it is only the fact of their existence, frequency, 
and degree, with which we are at present interested. In the foetus, 
manifested only in rudiment, they are gradually, but in different 
subjects variously developed, until the age of puberty; they appear 
to obtain their ultimate expansion towards the age of twenty-five. 
They are exclusively occasioned by the elevation of the external 


a It is proper to observe, that the 
notes, of which the following is an ab- 
stract, were written above sixteen years 
ago, and have not since been added to, 
or even lookedat. They were intended 
for part of a treatise to be entitled, 
“The Fictions of Phrenology and the 
Facts of Nature.’ My researches, how- 
ever, particularly into the relations of 
the cerebellum, and the general growth 
of the brain, convinced me that the 
phrenological doctrine was wholly un- 


worthy of a serious refutation; and 
should the detail of my observations on 
these points be ever published, it will 
not be done in a polemical form. My 
notes on the frontal sinuses having, 
however, been cast in relation to the 
phrenological hypothesis, I have not 
thought it necessary to take the labour 
of altering them,—especially as the 
phrenological fiction is, in truth, a com- 
plement of all possible errors on the sub- 
ject of these cavities. 
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table, which determines, in fact, the rise of the nose at the period 
of adolescence, by affording to the nasal bones their formation and 
support. 

Sundry hypotheses have likewise been advanced to explain their 
uses, but it will be enough for us, from the universality of their 
appearance, to refute the singular fancy of the phrenologists, that 
these cavities are abnormal varieties, the product of old age or 
disease. 

But though the sinuses are rarely if ever absent, their size in 
every dimension varies to infinity. Laying aside all rarer enormi- 
ties, and speaking, of course, only of subjects healthy and in the 
prime of life, in superficial extent the sinus sometimes reaches 
hardly above the root of the nose, sometimes it covers nearly the 
whole forehead, penetrates to the bottom of the orbit, and, turning 
the external angle of the eyebrow, is terminated only at the junc- 
tion of the frontal and parietal bones. Now, a sinus is small, or 
almost null upon one side,—on the other it is, perhaps, unusually 
large ; while in no dimension are the two cavities, in general, 
strictly correspondent, even although the outer forehead present 
the most symmetrical appearance. In depth (or transverse dis- 
tance between the tables) the sinus is equally inconstant, varying 
indeterminably in different heads, from a line or less to half an 
inch and more. Now, a sinus gradually disappears by a gradual 
convergence of its walls; now, these walls, after running nearly 
parallel, suddenly unite. Now, the depth of the cavity decreases 
from centre to circumference; now, the plates approximate in 
the middle and recede farther from each other, immediately 
before they ultimately unite. In one cranium, a sinus, collected 
within itself, is fairly rounded off; in another, it runs into meander- 
ing bays, or is subdivided into separate chambers, these varying 
without end in their relative capacity and extent. In depth, as 
well as in extent, the capacity of the sinus is thus wholly indeter- 
minable; and no one can predict, from external observation, 
whether the cavity shall be a lodging scanty for a fly or roomy 
for a mouse. 

It is an error of the grossest, that the extent of the sinus is in- 
dicated by a ridge, or crest, or blister, in the external bony plate. 
Such a protuberance has no certain or even probable relation to 
the extent, depth, or even existence, of any vacuity beneath. Over 
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the largest cavities there is frequently no bony elevation ; and 
women, in whose crania these protuberances are in general absent 
or very small, exhibit the sinuses as universally existent, and not, 
perhaps, proportionably less extensive than those of men. The ex- 
ternal ridge, however prominent, is often merely a sudden outward 
thickening of the bony wall, which sometimes has a small, some- 
times no cavity at all, beneath. Apart also from the vacuity, 
though over the region of the sinus, no quarter of the cranium 
presents greater differences in thickness, whether in different sub- 
jects or in the same head, than the plates and diploe of the frontal 
bone ; and I have found that the bony walls themselves presented 
an impediment which varied inappreciably from three to thirteen 
lines :—“ fronti nulla fides.” 

But the “fronti nulla fides,” in a phrenological relation, is 
further illustrated by the accidents of its sinus, which all concur 
in manifesting the universality and possibly capacious size of that 
cavity. That cavity is sometimes occupied by stony concretions, 
and is the seat of ulcers, cancer, polypus, and sarcoma. When 
acutely inflamed the sensibility of its membrane becomes painfully 
intense ; and every one has experienced its irritation when simply 
affected with catarrh. The mucosity of this membrane, the great 
extent and security of the caverns, joined with their patent open- 
ings into the nose, render the sinuses a convenient harbour for the 
nidulation, hatching, and nourishment of many parasitic animals ; 
indeed, the motley multitude of its guests might almost tempt us 
to regard it as 
“ The cistern for all creeping things 
To knot and gender in.” % 


2 


“Chacun a son Vercoquin dans la teste” — “Quemque suus 
vellicat Vermis”—are adages which, from the vulgarity of the 
literal occurrence, would seem more than metaphorically true.é 
With a frequency sometimes epidemic,7 flies and insects here 


a “Or keep it as a cistern for foul Voigtel, Handb. d. Pathol. Anat., 1804, 


toads vol. i. p. 292. I quote him, instar 

To knot and gender in.” omnium, as one of the best and one of 
Othello, act iv. sc. 2.—Ep. the most recent authorities. 

B In the frontal sinuses worms and y Forestus, Obs. Med., lib. xxi. schol. 


insects are not unfrequently found.— _ 28. 
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ascend to spawn their eggs, and maggots (other than phrenological) 
are bred and fostered in these genial labyrinths. Worms, in every 
loathsome diversity of slime and hair,—reptiles armed with fangs, 
—crawlers of a hundred feet,—ejected by the score, and varying 
from an inch to half an ell in length, cause by their suction, bur- 
rowing, and erosion, excruciating headache, convulsions, delirium, 
and phrensy. With many a nameless or nondescript visitor, the 
leech, the lumbricus, the ascaris, the ascaris lumbricoides, the 
fasciola, the eruca, the oniscus, the gordius, the forficula, the scolo- 
pendra, the scorpiodes, and even the scorpion,* are by a hundred 
observers recorded as finding in these “antres vast,”—these “ spe- 
lunci ferarum,’—a birthplace or an asylum.8 And the fact, suffi- 
ciently striking in itself, is not without significance in relation to 
the present inquiry, that these intruders principally infest the 


a Hollerius, De Morb. Int., lib. i. ο. 1; 
Gesner, Hist. Anat., lib. v.; Boneti, 
Sepul. Obs., 121 ; Ferretti.—I here refer 
to the scorpion alone. 

B Long before the sinus was anatomi- 
cally described by Carpi, this pathologi- 
cal fact had been well known to physi- 
cians. The prescription of the Delphic 
oracle to Demosthenes of Athens for his 
epilepsy, shows that the Greeks were 
aware of the existence of worms in the 
frontal sinuses of the goat. (Alex. 
Trallian, lib. i. c. 15.) Among the Ara- 
bians, Avicenna (Fenestella, lib. iii. tr. 
2, c. 3) tells us it was well known to 
the Indian physicians, that worms, 
generated in the forehead, immediately 
above the root of the nose, were fre- 
quently the cause of headaches; and 
Rhazes (Continet, lib. i. c. 10) observes 
that this was the opinion of Schare and 
others. Among the moderns, my medi- 
cal ignorance suggests more authorities 
than I can almost summon patience 
simply to name. The curious reader 
may consult among others, Valescus de 
Taranta, Nicolaus de Nicolis, Vega, 
Marcellus Donatus, Trincavelli, Bene- 
detti, Hollerius, Duretus, Fabricius 
Hildanus, Zacuta Lusitanus, Hercules 
de Saxonia, Petrus Paulus Magnus, An- 
gellinus, Alsarius, Cornelius Gemma, 


Gesner, Benevenius, Fernelius, Rio- 
lanus, Forestus, Bartholinus, Ferretti, 
Rolfinck, Olaus Wormius (who himself 
ejected a worm from the nose—was it a 
family affection ?), Smetius (who also 
relates his own case), Tulpius, Heurnius, 
Rousseeus, Monardis, Schenk, Senertus, 
Montuus, Borelli, Bonetus, Hertodius, 
Kerkringius, Joubert, Volkammer, Wohl- 
farth, Nannovi, Stalpert, Vander Wiel, 
Morgagni, Clericus, De Blegny, Salzmann, 
Honold, Hill, Kilgour, Littré, Maloet, 
Sandifort, Henkel, Harder, Stocket, 
Slabber, Nil Rosen, Razoux, Schaar- 
schmidt, Quelmatz, Wolf, Blumenbach, 
Ploucequet, Baur, Riedlin, Zacharides, 
Lange, Boettcher, Welge, Wrisberg, 
Troia, Voigtel, Rudolphi, Bremser, &c., 
&e.; and of journals—Ephem. Misc. ; 
Acta et Nova Acta Curios. Nat. ; Com- ὦ 
merc. Liter., Nov. 2; Breslauer Samm- 
lung ; Duncan’s Med. Journ. ; Edinb. 
Med. Essays ; London Chronicle ; Phil- 
adelphia Transactions ; Blumenbach’s 
Med. Bibl., &e., &e. 

I may here mention that the nidula- 
tion of the estrus ovinus (which occa- 
sionally infests the human sinus) forms 
a frequent epidemic among sheep and 
goats. The horse, the dog (and pro- 
bably most other animals) are similarly 
afflicted, 
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sinuses of women, and more especially before the period of full 
puberty. 

Such is the great and inappreciable variation of the frontal 
sinus and its walls, that we may well laugh at every attempt to 
estimate, in that quarter, the development of any part.of the sub- 
jacent hemispheres, were that part larger than the largest even of 
the pretended phrenological organs. But this is nothing. Behind 
these spacious caverns, in utter ignorance of the extent, frequency, 
and even existence of this impediment, the phrenologists have 
placed, not one large, but seventeen of their very smallest organs ; 
and have thus enabled an almost insurmountable obstacle to ope- 
rate in disproof of their system in its highest intensity. 

By concentrating all their organs of the smallest size within the 
limits of the sinus, they have, in the first place, carried all those 
organs whose range of development was least, behind the obstacle 
whose range of development was greatest. Where the cranium 
is thinner and comparatively more equal in thickness, they have 
placed all the organs, (those of the propensities and sentiments), 
which present the broadest surface, and, as they themselves assure 
us, varying in their development from the centre to circumference 
by an inch and upwards; while all the organs, (those of the intel- 
lect), which have the narrowest expansion, and whose varying range 
of development from the centre is stated to be only a quarter of 
an inch, (less even than the fourth of the variation of the others),« 
—these have been accumulated behind an impediment whose or- 
dinary differences are far more than sufficient to explain every 
gradation of the pretended development of the pretended organs 
from their smallest to their largest size. 

In the second place, they have thus at once thrown one half of 
their whole organology beyond the verge of possible discovery and 
possible proof. 

In the third place, by thus evincing that their observations on 
that one half had been only illusive fancies, they have afforded a 
criterion of the credit to be fairly accorded to their observations 
in relation to the other; they have shown in this, as in other parts 


a Combe’s System, &c., p. 51, “The amounts to an inch and upwards; and 
difference in development between ἃ toa quarter of an inch in the organs of 
large and a small organ of the propen- intellect, which are naturally smaller 
sities and some of the sentiments, than the others.” 
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of their doctrine, that manifestation and development are quanti- 
ties which, be they what they may, can on their doctrine always 
be brought to an equation. 

Nay, in the fourth place, as if determined to transcend them- 
selves—to find ‘‘a lower deep beneath the lowest deep,” they have 
even placed the least of their least organs at the very point where 
this, the greatest obstacle, was in its highest potency, by placing 
the organs of configuration, size, weight, and resistance, &c., to- 
wards the internal angle of the eyebrow, the situation where the 
sinus is almost uniformly deepest. 

Nor, in the fifth place, were they less unfortunate in the location 
of the rest of their minutest organs. These they arranged in a 
series along the upper edge of the orbit, where, independently even 
of the sinus, the bone varies more in thickness, from one indivi- 
dual and from one nation to another, than in any other part of the 
skull ; and where these organs, hardly larger, are packed together 
more closely than peas in a pod. ‘These pretended organs, if they 
even severally protruded from the brain, as they never do—if no 
sinus intervened—and if, instead of lying under the thickest, they 
were situate under the thinnest bone of the cranium ; these petty 
organs could not, even in these circumstances, reveal their develop- 
ment by determining any elevation, far less any sudden elevation, 
of the incumbent bone. That bone they could only attenuate at 
the point of contact, by causing an indentation on its inner surface. 
This is shown by what are called the glands of Pacchioni, though 
erroneously. These bodies, which are often found as large as, or 
larger than, the organs in question, and which arise on the coronal 
surface of the encephalos, attenuate to the thinnest, but never ele- 
vate in the slightest, the external bony plate, though there the 
action of the muscles presents a smaller impediment to a partial 
elevation than in the superciliary region. This I have frequently 
take note of. 

As it is, these minute organs are expected to betray their dis- 
tinct and relative developments through the obstacle of two thick 
bony walls, and a large intervening chamber ; the varying differ- 


a Every one who has ever examined in loco fere ossium lamin a se invicem 
the sinus knows that what Schulze has mazimedistant.”—(De Cav. Cranii ; Acta 
observed is true—“in illo angulo qui Phys. Med. Acad. Ces., i. p. 508.) 
ad nares est, cavitatis fundus est, et hoc 
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ence of the impediment being often considerably greater than the 
whole diameter even of the organs themselves. The fact, however, 
is, that these organs are commonly, if not always, developed only 
in the bone, and may be cut out of the cranium, even in an impu- 
beral skull destitute of the sinus, without trenching on the confines 
of the brain itself. At the external angle of the eyebrow at the 
organ of slumber, the bone, exclusive of any sinus, is sometimes 
found to exceed an inch in thickness. 

How then have the phrenologists attempted to obviate the objec- 
tion of the sinus ? 

The first organs which Gall excogitated, he placed in the region 
of the sinus ; and it is manifest he was then in happy unacquaint- 
ance with everything connected with that obnoxious cavity. In 
ignorance, however, Gall was totally eclipsed by Spurzheim ; who, 
while he seems even for a time unaware of its existence as a nor- 
mal occurrence, has multiplied the number and diminished the 
size of the organs which the sinus regularly covers. By both the 
founders, their organology was published before they had discovered 
the formidable nature of the impediment, and then it was too late 
to retract. They have attempted, indeed, to elude the objection ; 
but the manner in which they have floundered on from blunder to 
blunder,—blunders not more inconsistent with each other, than 
contrary to the fact,—shows that they have never dared to open 
their eyes on the reality, or never dared to acknowledge their con- 
viction of its effect. The series of fictions in relation to the frontal 
sinus, is, out of Phrenology, in truth, unparalleled in the history of 
science. These fictions are substituted for facts the simplest and 
most palpable in nature ; they are substituted for facts contra- 
dicted by none, and proclaimed by every anatomical authority ; 
and they are substituted for facts which, as determining the com- 
petency of phrenological proof, ought not to have been rejected 
without a critical refutation by the founders of that theory them- 
selves. But while it seemed possible for the phrenologists to find 
only truth, they have yet continued to find nothing but error— 
error always at the greatest possible distance from the truth. But 
if they were thus so curiously wrong in matters so easy, notorious, 
and fundamental, how far may we not presume them to have gone 
astray where they were not, as it were, preserved from wandering ? 

The fictions by which phrenologists would obviate the objection 
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of the frontal sinus, may, with the opposing facts, be divided into 
four classes ;—as they relate 1°, to its nature and effect ; 2°, to its 
indication ; 3°, to its frequency ; and 4°, to its size. 


J.—NATURE AND EFFECT OF THE SINUS. 


Fact.—The frontal sinus only exists in consequence of the reces- 
sion of the two cranial tables from their parallelism ; and as this 
recession is inappreciable, consequently, no indication is afforded 
by the external plate of the eminence or depression of the brain, in 
contact with the internal. 

To this fact, Gall opposed the following 

Fiction.—The frontal sinus interposes no impediment to the 
observation of cerebral development ; for as the walls of this 
cavity are exactly parallel, the effect of the brain upon the inner 
table must consequently be expressed by the outer. 

Authorities for the Fiction.—This fiction was originally ad- 
vanced by Gall, in his Lectures, and, though never formally re- 
tracted, has not been repeated by him or Spurzheim in their works 
subsequently published. I therefore adduce it, not as an opinion 
now actually held by the phrenologists, but as a part only of that 
cycle of vacillation and absurdity which, in their attempts to elude 
the objection of the sinus, they have fruitlessly accomplished. 
That it was so originally advanced, is shown by the following 
authorities ; which, as beyond the reach of readers in general, I 
shall not merely refer to, but translate. 

The first is Froriep; and I quote from the 3d edition of his 
Darstellung, &c., which appeared in 1802. This author was ἃ 
pupil and friend of Gall, on whose doctrine he delivered lectures, 
and his work is referred to by Gall, in his Apologetic Memorial 
to the Austrian Government, in that very year, as containing an 
authentic exposition of his opinions.—“ Although at this place the 
frontal sinuses are found, and here constitute the vaulting of the 
forehead, nevertheless, Gall maintains that the brain, in conse- 
quence of the walls of the sinuses lying quite parallel (? !), is able 
to affect likewise the outer plate, and to determine its protuber- 
ance.’—P. 6]. The doubt and wonder are by the disciple him- 
self. 

The second authority is Bartels, whose Anthropologische Bem- 
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erkungen appeared in 1806. “ In regard to the important ob- 
jection drawn from the frontal sinuses, Gall’s oral reply is very 
conformable to nature. ‘ Here, notwithstanding the intervening 
cavity in the bones, there is found a parallelism between the ex- 
ternal and internal plates of the cranium.’”—P. 125. 

Proof of the Fact.—In refutation of a fiction so ridiculous, it is 
unnecessary to say a single word; even the phrenologists now 
define the sinus by “a divergence from parallelism between the 
two tables of the bone.” 

It was only in abandoning this one fiction, and from the con- 
viction that the sinus, when it existed, did present an insuperable 
obstacle to observation, that the phrenologists were obliged to 
resort to a plurality of fictions of far inferior efficacy ; for what 
mattered it to them, whether these cavities were indiscoverable, 
frequent, and capacious, if, in effect, they interposed no obstacle 
to an observation of the brain ? 


IL—INDICATION OF THE SINUS. 


Fact.—There is no correlation between the extent and existence 
of a sinus, and the existence and extent of any elevation, whether 
superciliary or glabellar; either may be present without the other, 
and when both are coexistent they hold no reciprocal proportion 
in dimension or figure. Neither is there any form whatever of 
cranial development which guarantees either the absence or the 
presence of a subjacent cavity. 

To this fact the phrenologists are unanimous in opposing the 
following 

Fiction —The sinus, when present, betrays its existence and 
extent by an irregular elevation of a peculiar character, under the 
appearance of a bony ridge, or crest, or blister, and is distinguished 
from the regular forms under which the phrenological organs are 
developed. 

Authorities for the Fiction.—It is sufficient to adduce Gall8 
and Spurzheim,y followed by Combe, and the phrenologists in 
general. In support of their position, they adduce no testimony 
by anatomists,—no evidence from nature. 


2 


a Combe, System, p. 32. y Phys. Syst., p. 286; Exam. of 
B Annat. et Phys., ὃ. iv. p. 48 et seq.; Object., p. 79; Phren., p. 115. 
and, in the same terms, Sur les Fonct. 5 Syst., pp. 21, 35, 308. 
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Proof of the fact.—All anatomical authority, as will be seen in 
the sequel, is opposed to the fiction, for every anatomist concurs 
in holding that the sinuses are rarely, if ever, absent ; whereas the 
crests or blisters which the phrenologists regard as an index of 
these cavities, are of comparatively rare occurrence. It must be 
admitted, however, that some anatomists have rashly connected 
the extent of the internal sinus with the extent of the external 
elevation. The statement of the fact is the result of my own 
observation of above three hundred crania; and any person who 
would in like manner interrogate nature, will find that the largest 
sinuses are frequently in those foreheads which present no super- 
ciliary or glabellar elevations. I may notice, that of the fifty skulls 
whose phrenological development was marked under the direction 
of Spurzheim, and of which a table is appended, the one only head 
where the frontal sinuses are noted, from the ridge, as present, is 
the male cranium No. 19; and that cranium, it will be seen, has 
sinuses considerably beneath even the average extent. 


II].— FREQUENCY OF THE SINUS. 


Fact.—The sinuses are rarely, if ever, wanting in any healthy 
adult head of either sex. 

To this fact, the phrenologists oppose the three following 
inconsistent fictions :— 

Fiction I—The sinuses are only to be found in some male 
heads, being frequently absent in men until a pretty advanced age. 

Fiction II—In women the sinuses are rarely found. 

Fiction ITI—The presence of the sinus is abnormal; young 
and adult persons have no cavities between the tables of the frontal 
bone,—the real frontal sinuses occurring only in old persons, or 
after chronic insanity. 

Authorities for fiction I—This fiction is held in terms by 
Gall.* The other phrenologists, as we shall see, are much further 
in the wrong. But even for this fiction they have adduced no 
testimony of other observers, and detailed no observations of their 
own. 

Proof of the fact, in opposition to this fiction —All anatomists 
—there is not a single exception—concur in maintaining a doc- 


a As quoted above. 
VOL. I. 25 
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trine diametrically opposed to the figment of the phrenologists, 
that the sinuses are, even in men, frequently or generally absent. 
Some, however, assert that the sinus in a state of health is never 
wanting ; while others insist that, though very rarely, cases do 
occur in which it is actually deficient. 

Of the latter opinion, Fallopius¢ holds that they are present “in 
all adults,” except occasionally in the case of simous foreheads, an 
exception which Riolanus® and others have shown to be false. 
Schulze,y Winslow,® Buddeus,< “ that they are sometimes absolutely 
wanting in cases where the cranium is spongy and honeycombed.” 
Palfyn,¢ “that they are sometimes, though rarely, absent.” Wit- 
tich,7 “that they are almost always present, though it may be 
admitted, that in some very rare cases they are wanting ;” and 
Stalpart Van der Wiel? relates, that “he had seen in Nuck’s 
Museum, preserved as a special rarity, a cranium without a fron- 
tal sinus.” Of more recent authorities, Hippolyte Cloquet‘ ob- 
serves, “that they are seldom wanting ;” and the present Dr 
Monro« found, in forty-five skulls, that while three only were with- 
out the sinus, in two of them, (as observed by Schulze, Winslow, 
and Buddeus), the cavity had merely been filled up by the deposi- 
tion of a spongy bone. 

Of the former opinion, which holds that the sinus is always pre- 
sent, I need only quote, instar omnium, the authority of Blumen- 
bach,A whose illustrious reputation is in a peculiar manner asso- 
ciated with the anatomy of the human cranium, and who even 
celebrated his professional inauguration by a dissertation, in some 
respects the most elaborate we possess, on the Frontal Sinuses 
themselves. This anatomist cannot be persuaded, even on the 
observation of Highmore, Albinus, Haller, and the first Monro, 
that normal cases ever occur of so improbable a defect ; “for,” he 
says, “independently of the diseases afterwards to be considered, I 
can with difficulty admit, that healthy individuals are ever wholly 
destitute of the frontal sinus; on the contrary, I am convinced 


a Opera. ¢ Ost., p. 105. 

B Comm. de Oss., p. 468. n De Olfactu, p. 17. 

y De Sin. Oss. Cap. ; Acta Phys. Med. 6 Obs. Rar., Cent. Post., pars prior, 
Leop. Ces., vol. i. obs. 288. obs. 4. 

ὃ xpos. Anat., Tr. des Oss. Secs., sec. t Anat. Descr., sec. 153, ed. 1824. 
30. k Elem. of Anat., i. p. 134. 


« Obs. Anat. Sel., obs. 1. A De Sin. Front., p. 5. 
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that these distinguished men have not applied the greatest dili- 
gence and research.” In this opinion, as observed by the present 
Dr Monro,* Blumenbach is supported by the concurrence of Ber- 
tin, Portal, Sommering, Caldani, &e. Nor does the fiction obtain 
any countenance from the authors whom Blumenbach opposes. 1 
have consulted them, and find that they are all of that class of 
anatomists who regard the absence of the sinus, though a possible, 
as a rare and memorable phenomenon. Highmoreé founds his 
assertion on the single case of a female. Albinus,y on his own 
observation, and on that of other anatomists, declares that “the 
sinuses are very rarely absent.” The first Monro,s speaking of 
their infinite variety in size and figure, notices as a remarkable 
occurrence that he had “even seen cases in which they were ab- 
solutely wanting.” And Haller* is only able to establish the ex- 
ception on the case of a solitary cranium. 

My own experience is soon stated. Having examined above 
three hundred crania for the purpose of determining this point, I 
have been unable to find a single skull wholly destitute of a sinus. 
In crania, which were said to be examples of their absence, I 
found that the sinus still existed. In some, indeed, I found it 
only on one side, and in many not ascending to the point of the 
glabellar region, through which crania are usually cut round. The 
only instances of its total deficiency are, I believe, those abnormal 
cases in which, as observed by anatomists, the original cavity has 
been subsequently occupied by a pumicose deposit. Of this de- 
posit the only examples I met with occurred in males. 

Authorities for fiction II.—This fiction also is in terms main- 
tained by Gall.¢ Neither he nor any other phrenologist has ad- 
duced any proof of this paradox, nor is there, I believe, to be found 
a single authority for its support ; while its refutation is involved 
in the refutation already given to fiction I. Nannoni,” indeed, 
says—“the opinion of Fallopius that the frontal sinuses are often 
wanting in women, is refuted by observation ;” but Fallopius says 
nothing of the sort. It is also a curious circumstance, that the 
ereat majority of cases in which worms, &c., have been found 


a Llem., vol. i. p. 138. 5 Osteol. par Sue, p. 54, 
B Disq. Anat., lib. iii. ο. 4. e Elem. Phys., v. p. 198. 
y Annot, Acad., lib. i. c. 11, et Tab. ¢ As above. 
Oss. n Trattato de Anatonvia, 1788, p. 55. 
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in the sinus, have occurred in females. This is noticed by Salz- 
mann and Honold.* 

My own observations, extending, as I have remarked, to above 
three hundred crania, confirms the doctrine of all anatomists, that 
in either sex, the absence of this cavity is a rare and abnormal 
pheenomenon, if not an erroneous assertion. I may notice, by the 
way, the opinion of some anatomists,8 that the sinuses are smaller 
in women than in men, seems to be the result of too hasty an 
induction ; and I am inclined to think, from all I have observed, 
that proportionally to the less size of the female cranium, they 
will be found equally extensive with the male. 

Authorities for fiction IIT—This fiction was maintained by 
Spurzheim while in this country, from one of whose publications 
it is extracted. It is, perhaps, one of the highest flights of phreno- 
logical fancy. Nor has it failed of exciting emulation in the sect. 
“While a man,” says Sir George Mackenzie,® “is in the prime 
of life, and healthy, and manifests the faculties of the frontal 
organs, such a cavity very seldom exists” (!) * ** * * “We 
have examined a GREAT MANY skulls, and we have not yet seen 
ONE having the sinus, that could be proved to have belonged to a 
person in the vigour of life and mind.” (!!) Did Sir George ever 
see any skull which belonged to any “person in the vigour of life 
and mind” without a sinus? Did he ever see any adult skull of 
any person whatever in which such a cavity was not to be found 1 

Proof of the fact, in opposition to this fiction.—This fiction 
deserves no special answer. It is already more than sufficiently 
refuted under the first. 

It is true, indeed, the doctrine that the frontal sinuses wax large 
in old age is stated in many anatomical works. 1 find it as far back 
as those of Vidus Vidius and Fallopius, but I find no ground for 
such a statement in nature. This I assert on a comparative exa- 
mination of some thirty aged skulls. In fact, about the smallest 
frontal sinus that I ever saw, was in the head of a woman who 
was accidentally killed in her hundred and first year. (See also 
the appended Table.) I take this indeed for one of the instances 
in which anatomical authors have blindly copied each other ; so 

a De Verme Naribus Excusso, (Haller, y Answer to Objections against the 
Disp. Med. Pract., i. τι. 25.) Doctrines of Gall, &e., p. 79. 


B Instar omnium, v. Sémmering, De δ᾽ Jllustrations, p. 228. 
Fabr. Corp. Humani, i. sec. 62. 


APPENDIX. - 437 


that what originates in a blunder or a rash induction, ends in 
having, to appearance, almost catholic authority in its favour. A 
curious instance of this sequacity occurs to me. The common 
fowl has an encephalos, in proportion to its body, about as one to 
five hundred ; that is, it has a brain less, by relation to its body, 
than almost any other bird or beast. Pozzi (Puteus), in a small 
table which he published, gave the proportion of the encephalos 
of the cock to its body, by a blunder, at about half its amount ; 
that is, as one to two hundred and fifty. Haller, copying Pozzi’s 
observation, dropt the cipher, and records in his table, the brain 
of the common fowl as bearing a proportion to the body of one to 
twenty-five. This double error was shortly copied by Cuvier, 
Tiedemann, and, as I have myself noticed, by some twenty other 
physiologists ; so that, at the present moment, to dispute the fact 
of the common fowl having a brain more than double the size of 
the human, in proportion to its body, would be to maintain a 
paradox counter to the whole stream of scientific authority. The 
doctrine of the larger the sinus the older the skull, stands, I be- 
lieve, on no better footing. Indeed, the general opinion, that the 
brain contracts in the decline of life, is, to say the least of it, very 
doubtful, as I may take another opportunity of showing. 

As to the effect of chronic insanity in amplifying the sinuses, I 
am a sceptic; for I have seen no such effect in the crania of mad- 
men which I have inspected. At all events, admitting the phreno- 
logical fancy, it could have no influence on the question, for the 
statistics of insanity show, that there could not be above one 
cranium in four hundred where madness could have exerted any 
effect. 


LV.—EXTENT OF THE SINUS. 


Fact—wWhile the sinus is always regularly present, it, however, 
varies appreciably in its extent. For whilst, on the average, it 
affects six or seven organs, it is, however, impossible to determine 
whether it be confined to one or extended to some seventeen of 
these. 

This fact is counter to three phrenological fictions : 

Fiction I.—The frontal sinus is a small cavity. 

Fiction II —The frontal sinus, when present, affects only the 
organ of locality. 
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Fiction ITIT.—When the sinus does exist, it only extends an 
obstacle over two organs, (Size and Lower Individuality), or, at 
most, partially affects a third, (Locality). 

Authorities for fiction I—Mr Combe maintains this fiction, 
that the frontal sinus “is a small cavity.” 

Authorities for fiction II—Gall® contemplates and speaks of 
the sinus as only affecting Locality ; and the same may be said of 
Spurzheim, in his earlier English works. 

Authorities for fiction ITI.—This fiction is that into which 
Spurzheim modified his previous paradoxes, when, in 1825, he 
published his “Phrenology.”® Mr Combe allows that the sinus, 
in ordinary cases, extends over Locality, as well as over Size and 
Lower Individuality. 

All these fictions are, however, sufficiently disproved at once by 
the following 

Proof of the fact—The phrenologists term the sinus, (when 
they allow it being), “a small cavity.” Compare this with the de- 
scription given by impartial anatomists of these caverns. Vidus 
Vidius¢ characterises them by “spatium non parvum ;” Ban- 
hinus ¢ styles them “ cavitates insignes ;” Spigelius,” “cavernee 
satis ample ;” Laurentius,? “sinus amplissimi ;” Bartholinus,! 
“cavitates amplissime ;” Petit,« “grands cavités irreguliéres ; ἢ 
Sabatier,A “cavités larges et profondes ;” Sommering,“ “ cava 
ampla ;” Monro, primus,” “great cavities ;” and his grandson, 
“large cavities.” 

The phrenologists further assert, that in ordinary cases the 
frontal sinus covers only two petty organs and a half; that is, 
extends only a few lines beyond the root of the nose. But what 
teach the anatomists? “The frontal sinuses,’ says Portal,o “are 
much more extensive than is generally believed.” “Jn general,” 
says Professor Walther, “the sinuses ascend in height nearly to 
the middle of the frontal bone.” FPatissier p observes, that “ their 


a System, p. 32. t Anat., lib. iv. c. 6. 
B As quoted above. κ Palfyn An., ch. i. p. 52. 
y Phys. Syst., p. 236, and Exam. of A Anat. 
Obj., p. 79. p De Fab., i. sec. 35. 
δ᾽ ῬΟΤΤδ, ν Osteol. par Sue, p. 54. 
€ Anat., lib. ii. c. 2. E Elements. 
¢ Anat. lib. iii. ο. δ. o Anat. Med., i. pp. 102, 238. 
n De Fabr., lib. ii. c. 5. mw Abh. v. trokn. Kn., p. 138. 


6 Hist. Anat., lib. ii. c. 9. p Dict. des Sc. Med., t. li. p. 872. 
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extent varies to infinity, is sometimes stretched upwards to the 
frontal protuberances, and to the sides, as far as the external 
orbitar apophyses, as is seen in many crania in the cabinet of the 
Paris Faculty of Medicine.” Bichat« delivers the same doctrine 
nearly in the same words; which, contradicted by none, is main- 
tained by Albinus,® Haller,y Buddeus,® Monro primus,« and 
tertius,¢ Blumenbach,7 Sommering,? Fife, Cloquet,« Velpeau,A 
—and, in a word, by every osteologist ; for all represent these 
cavities as endless in their varieties, and extending not unfre- 
quently to the outer angles of the eyebrow, and even to the 
parietal bones. ΤῸ finish by a quotation from one of the last and 
best observers :—“ In relation,” says Voigtel,« “to their abnormal 
ereatness or smallness, the differences, in this respect, whether in 
one subject as compared with another, or in one sinus in relation 
to the opposite of the same skull, are of so frequent occurrence 
that they vary almost in every cranium. They are found so small, 
that their depth, measured from before backwards, is hardly more 
than a line ; in others, on the contrary, a space of from four, five, 
to six lines, (ὦ. 6. half an inch), is found between the anterior and 
posterior wall. Still more remarkable are the variations of these 
cavities, in relation to their height, as they frequently rise from 
the trifling height of four lines to an inch at the glabella.” M. 
Velpeau, speaking of this great and indeterminable extent of the 
sinus, adds: “ this disposition must prevent us from being able to 
judge of the volume of the anterior parts of the brain by the 
exterior of the cranium ;”—an observation sufficiently obvious 
in relation to Phrenology, and previously made by the present Dr 
Monro.” 

On the sinus and its extent, two anatomists only, as far as I am 
aware, have given an articulate account of their inductions — 
Schulze, and the present Dr Monro. 

The former, who wrote a distinct treatise On the Cavities or 
Sinuses of the Cranial Bones, examined only ten skulls, and does 


a Anat. Desc., c. i. p. 102. θ Anat. Descr., ὃ. i. sec. 153, edit. 3. 
B Annot. Acad., lib. 1, ο. ii. (ἢ) ι Traité @ Anat. Chir. 

y Elem., v. Ὁ. 138. k De Sin. Fr., p. 3. 

ὃ Obs. Anat., sec. 8. A De Fab., ο. ii. t. sec. 94. 

ε Osteol. par Sue, p. 54. μ Path. Anat., i. p. 289. 

¢ Elements. v Elem., p. 138. 
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not detail the dimension of each several sinus. After describing 
these cavities, which he says, “plerisque hominibus formantur,” 
he adds, that “when of a middling size they hardly extend towards 
the temples beyond the centre of the eye, where the orbital vault 
is highest ; and if you measure their height, from the insertion of 
the nasal bones, you will find it equal to an inch. Such is the 
condition of this cavity when moderate. That there are sinuses far 
greater, was taught me by another inspection of a cranium. In 
this case, the vacuity on the right did not pass the middle of the 
orbit, but that on the left stretched so far that it only ended over 
the external angle of the eyebrow, forming a cavity of at least two 
inches in breadth. Its depth was such as easily to admit the 
least joint of the middle finger. Its height, measured from the 
root of the nose on the left side, exceeded two inches, on the right 
it was a little less ; the left sinus was, however, shallower than the 
right. On the left side I have said the cavity terminated over the 
external angle of the orbit. From this place, a bony wall ran 
towards the middle of the crista Galli, and thus separated the 
sinus into a posterior and an anterior cavity. The posterior ex- 
tended so far towards the temples, that it reached the place where 
the frontal and sincipetal bones and the processes of the sphenoidal 
meet. It covered the whole arch of the orbit, so that all was here 
seen hollow,” &e. 

After describing sundry appearances which the sinuses exhi- 
bited in another skull, he observes: “It was my fortune to see 
and to obtain possession of ove cranium in which of neither of 
the frontal nor the sphenoidal cavities was there any vestige what- 
soever. In this specimen the bones in which these vacuities are 
situated were thicker than usual, and more cavernous ” an obser- 
vation, as we have seen, made by other anatomists. However sub- 
versive of the phrenological statement, it will soon be seen that 
Schulze has understated the usual extent of the impediment. 

Dr Monro,¢ after mentioning that there “were forty-five crania 
of adults in the Anatomical Museum, cut with a view to exhibit 
the different sizes and forms of the frontal sinuses,” says :—-“I 
measured the breadth or distance across the forehead ; the height 
or distance upwards from the transverse suture, where it divides 


a Hlements, i. p. 134. 
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the frontal bones and bones of the nose; and also the depth of the 
frontal sinuses; in nine different skulls in which these sinuses 
were large.” Omitting the table, it is sufficient to say, that in 
these crania the average is as follows:—Breadth, within a trifle 
of three inches ; height, one inch and five-tenths ; depth, above 
one inch. Here the depth seems not merely the distance between 
the external and internal tables, but the horizontal distance from 
the glabella to the posterior wall of the sinus. These nine crania 
thus yield an average, little larger than an indifferent induction ; 
and though the sinuses are stated to have been large, the skulls 
appear to have been selected by Dr Monro, not so much in 
consequence of that circumstance, as because they were so cut 
as to afford the means of measuring the cavity in its three 
dimensions. 

By the kindness of Dr Monro and Mr Mackenzie, I was per- 
mitted to examine all the crania in the public anatomical museum, 
and in the private collection of the Professor ; many were, for the 
first time, laid open for my inspection. I was thus enabled to 
institute an impartial induction. A random measurement of 
above thirty perfect crania (laying aside three skulls of old per- 
sons, in which the cavity of the sinus was almost entirely occu- 
pied by a pumicose deposit) gave the following average result: 
breadth, two inches four-tenths ; height, one inch and nearly five- 
tenths ; depth (taken like Dr Monro), rather more than eight- 
tenths of an inch. What in this induction was probably acci- 
dental, the sinuses of the female crania exhibited an average, in 
all the three dimensions, almost absolutely equal to that of the 
male. ‘The relative size was consequently greater. 

Before the sinuses of the fifty crania of Dr Spurzheim’s collec- 
tion, (of which I am immediately to speak), were, with the sanction 
of Professor Jameson, laid open upon one side, I had measured 
their three dimensions by the probe. This certainly could not 
ascertain their full extent, as, among other impediments, the probe 
is arrested by the septa, which so frequently subdivide each sinus 
into lesser chambers ; but the labour was not to be undergone a 
second time, especially as the proportional extent of these cavities 
is by relation to the phrenological organs articulately exhibited in 
the table. As it was, the average obtained by the probe is as fol- 
lows :—In the thirty-six male crania (one could not be measured 
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by the probe), the breadth was two inches and nearly four- 
tenths; the height, one inch and nearly three-tenths ; the depth, 
rather more than one inch. In the twelve female crania (here, 
also, one could not be measured by the probe), the breadth was 
one inch, and rather more than nine-tenths; the height, nearly 
one inch ; the depth, within a trifle of nine-tenths. 

I should notice that in all these measurements, the thickness of 
the external plate is included in the depth. 

So true is the observation of Portal, that the “frontal sinuses 
are much more extensive than vs generally believed.” 

The collection of fifty crania, of which the average size of the 
frontal sinuses has been given above, and of which a detailed table 
of the impediment interposed by these cavities to phrenological 
observation now follows, was sent by M. Royer, of the Jardin des 
Plantes, (probably by mistake), to the Royal Museum of Natural 
History in Edinburgh ; the skulls, taken from the catacombs of 
Paris, having, under Dr Spurzheim’s inspection, been selected to 
illustrate the development of the various phrenological organs, 
which development is diligently marked on the sevaral crania. 

Thus, though I have it in my power to afford a greatly more 
extensive table, the table of these fifty crania is, for the present 
purpose, sufficient. For— 

1°, They constitute a complete and definite collection ; 

2°, A collection authoritative in all points against the phreno- 
logists ; 

3°, One to which it can be objected by none, that it affords only 
a selected or partial induction in a question touching the frontal 
sinus ; 

4°, It is a collection patent to the examination of the whole 
world ; 

5°, In all the skulls a sinus has on one side been laid open to 
its full extent; the capacity of both is thus easily ascertained ; 
and, at the same time with the size of the cavity, the thickness 
and salience of the external frontal table remains apparent. 

Table exhibiting the variable extent and unappreciable im- 
pediment, in a phrenological relation, of the Frontal Sinuses ; in 
a collection of fifty crania, selected, and their development marked, 
under the direction of Dr Spurzheim :— 
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7 | xxxvi vA ΤΠ ΓΙ 
8. | xxxvii ΙΝ 1 τ μι 
9 xli ἀρ μὰ Sub Maes 
10 | xxxv ἀπ stay |) atin lena i Malian taal 2 ΧΦ 
vw ὦ 
ΠῚ | χχχὶσ ΞῈΞ || [Ὁ τὰ % 
Baise 
2 | ii fea og t ΠΡ 
13 iv Tieat aston tet eaten |e δὰ 
me) ¥ ἢ etl geet ᾿ 
15 vi ΤΉ ey ae eee a 
16 vii Ta stenimaten lent 
17 ix t t Ὁ} 3 | 8 
18 x VW ae ρα ibe aay bd 
19 xiv Firs ines ett a ecataee| ae | ke 
20 xvii be) ἢ t+ x 
a1 | xxi Smet nie et alles : : 
22 xxiii 3 προ | athe] 
23 XXV 3 Tal atau ltestionl| Postion ltastian (taco | boat ia lia 
94 XXVii ἈΕῚ π ρ fat At | esate τ id 
95 | xxviii = eo i Pee 
26 xxix oO AP ar A eae lee τ  ἶ τς ees 
27 XXX vr ie 
9g | xiii ΡΠ  Ι Peet ‘ ‘i ἈΦ 
29.) xliii fal tah lt ct + | > ches 
30 xliv Ti ested | eat 1: Hah t i 
31 xlv ΧΗ ΠΡ} alee 
32 | xivii et tallest Westen leetos ace lab 
33 | xviii Tita ated | ental es Tee Wasted Pecrteal| eesti a ins 1] Pec a ele aay ἢ ὦ 
34 xxii B teal eatin ant Inet ie 
35 xlix ἘΠ σα Ι ek ME fe 
86 | xxxiii SOS a yh at 
- Ξ 
——— 
37 1 a Old ἘΞ 9 
ΠΡ, τὶ | Ε ΠΡ ΙΕ 
39 | xxxii | ἢ {Yous} ¢}t/}¢ 4/4 fale 
βι : 
eo sg 
40 | xxxviii Som ote), tito = 
μ ΞΘ 
41 xi | Male? toolset t 
42 | xviii 3 Tana estas [east ΤῊ t 
43 xix = | ellie elt all * 
44 XXiV ὦ t 1} t τὰ 
45 χχχὶ iS) t IP ar Ah ape We Ἔ * 
46 xl 5 t ΠΕ 7 Teale 
47 xlvi A oe ae Wee ae eo ae tt * 
48 i eeu [ἢ 1} * 
ap) xx | , |BReol tl +! t " 
a ΕΞ 
a aes 
50 iii Sy Old Tale 


(1) The organs denoted by these numbers :—ix. 7, Constructiveness ; xx. 32, Mirthfulness or Wit; xxii. 19 (2), Indi- 
viduality, Lower Individuality ; xxiii. 20, Configuration, Figure; xxiv. 21, Size; xxv. 22, Weight, Resistance; xxvi. 23 
Colour; xxvii. 24, Locality; xxviii. 26, Calculation, Number; xxix. 25, Order; xxx. 19 (1), Eventuality, Upper Indi- 
viduality ; xxxi. 26, Time ; xxxii. 28, Melody, Tune ; xxxiii. 29, Language—this organ Gall divides in two, to wit, into the 
organ of Language and the organ of Words ; xxxiv. 30, Comparison ; xxxv. 31, Causality. The order of the numbers in 
this table was taken from that of a more extensive and general table: so that whilst here xx. 82 has not been affected at 
all, there it was affected more frequently than ix, 7, 


4.4.4. APPENDIX. 


Tn these circumstances it is to be observed— 

In the first place, that, as already noticed, while the develop- 
ments of all the crania have been carefully marked, the presence of 
the frontal sinuses has been signalised only in one skull (the male 
No. 19, xiv.), in which they are, however, greatly below even the 
average. 

In the second place, that the extent of the sinus varies inde- 
terminably from an affection of one to an affection of sixteen 
organs. 

In the third place, in this induction of thirty-seven male and 
thirteen female crania, the average proportional extent of the 
sinuses is somewhat less in the female than in the male skulls; the 
sinus in the former covering 4.4, and affecting 1.2 organs ; in the 
latter covering 5, and affecting 2.1 organs. This induction is, how- 
ever, too limited, more especially in the female crania, to afford a 
determination of the point, even were it not at variance with other 
and more extensive observations. 

In the fourth place, the male crania exhibit at once the largest 
and the smallest sinuses. The largest male sinus covers 12, and 
affects 4; while the largest female sinus covers 7, and affects 3 
organs: whereas, whilst the smallest male sinus affects only 1, 
the smallest female sinus covers 2 organs. 

In the fifth place, so far from supporting the phrenological 
assertion that the sinuses are only found, or only found in size, in 
the crania of the old, this their collection tends to prove the very 
reverse ; for here we find about the smallest sinuses in the oldest 
heads. 
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